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IN 


C%t  ^onvt^  of  lExt^tq^ntv 


AMD 


lExdbeiittnr  €iamttv. 


TRINITY  TERM,  5  VICTORL«. 


Bjcck,  of  PhM, 
1842. 

Smout  v.  Maky  Ann  Ilbeky.  May  23. 

J^EBT  for  goods  sold  and  deliyered,  and  on  an  account  Where  a  man 

4,   4.   ^  who  had  been  in 

Btatea.  ^^  1,^1,^  ^^ 

Pleas,  first,  except  as  to  6/.  7s.,  parcel,  &c.,  nunquam  J^*^*?*-'!^!. 
indebitatus;  secondly,  except  as  to  the  said  sum  of  6/.  7««,  meat  supplied 
parcel,  &;c.,  payment ;  thirdly,  as  to  the  sum  of  6/.  7^.,  par-  went  abroad', 
eel,  &c.,  payment  into  Court  of  that  sum,  and  nunquam  ^l^^^^  ^^^ 
indebitatus  ultra.    The  replication  took  issue  on  the  first  ■*^*"' "» ^H* 

*■  country,  and 

plea,  denied  the  payment  alleged  in  the  second,  and  ac-  died  abroad :-« 

cepted  the  6/.  7«.,  in  satisfaction  as  to  so  much  of  the  debt  wife  wa/not^ 
demanded.  liable  for  good« 

^^^  supplied  to  her 

after  his  death, 
bat  before  information  of  his  death  had  been  received  {  she  having  had  originally  full  authority  to 
contract,  and  done  no  wrong  in  representing  her  authority  as  continuing,  nor  omitted  to  state  any 
fut  within  her  knowledge  relating  to  it ;  the  revocation  itself  being  by  the  act  of  God,  and  the 
eontinuance  of  the  life  of  the  principal  being  equally  within  the  knowledge  of  both  parties* 

▼OL.  X.  B  M.  W. 


2  CA^EB   IN   TH£    EXCHEQUKR^ 

£rdk.  4/  piHu,      At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 

in  Michaelmas  Term^  1841^  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  butcher,  and  the  defendant  the  widow  of  James  II- 
bery,  who  left  England  for  China  in  May,  1839,  and  was 
lost  in  the  outward  voyage,  on  the  14th  October,  1839. 
The  news  of  his  death  arrived  in  England  on  the  18th  of 
March,  1840.  The  plaintiff  had  supplied  meat  to  the  fa- 
mily before  Mr.  Ilbery  sailed,  and  during  his  voyage,  and 
the  suppfy  continued  down  to  the  time  of  the  news  of  his 
death,  and  even  afterwards.  Upon  the  14th  October, 
1839,  the  day  of  Mr.  Ilbery's  death,  the  amount  of  the 
debt  was  522.  13s.  lid.  Between  that  day  and  the  arrival 
of  the  news  of  the  death,  meat  had  been  supplied  to  the 
amount  of  19/.  ds, ;  and  after  that,  the  supply  amounted 
to  6/.  78. 

This  action  was  brought  for  "these  two  sums  (together) 
26/.  16s.  The  defendant  paid  6/.  7s.  into  Court,  and  re- 
lied on  a  paym«it  of  20/.,  as  discharging  her  from  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  meat  supplied  after  the  date  of  her 
husband's  death ;  and  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  gave 
in  evidence  the  following  receipt  signed  by  the  plaintiff, 
dated  the  30th  March,  1840  :—''  Received  of  Mrs.  Ilbery, 
20/.'' — The  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  20/.  had  been  paid  ge- 
nerally on  account,  and  must  be  applied  as  a  payment  by  the 
executors  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  debt  of  the  husband ; 
tmd  called  Mr.  DoUman,  the  executor.  From  his  evidence 
it  appeared,  that  Mr.  Ilbery  had  left  the  management  of 
his  affidrs  in  his  hands,  md  whenever  Mrs.  Ilbery  wanted 
money,  she  had  it  from  him.  Dolhnan  and  Mrs.  Ilbery 
^irere,  by  Ilbery's  will,  appointed  executor  and  executrix ; 
liut  he  -alone  proved  the  will,  on  the  21st  March,  1840, 
IKmer  being  reserved  in  the  usual  way  for  her  to  prove 
also.  On  the  28th  March,  Mr.  Dollman  gave  Mrs.  Ilbery 
five  or  six  cheques,  and  among  others,  one  for  20/.,  payable 
to  the  plaintiff.  This  cheque  she  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
took  his  receipt  as  above  mentioned. 


f-- 


4  CASES    IN   TBB    EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh.  qfPUoi,  There  a  man,  who  had  for  some  years  cohabited  with  a 
^^^-        woman  who  passed  for  his  wife,  went  abroad,  leaving  her 
and  her  family  at  his  residence  in  this  country,  and  died 
abroad ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  woman  might  have  the 
same  authority  to  bind  the  deceased  by  her  contract  for 
necessaries,  as  if  she  had  been  his  wife ;  but  that  even  if 
she  had  the  same  authority  as  a  wife,  his  executor  was  not 
bound  to  pay  for  any  goods  supplied  to  her  after  his  death, 
although  before  information  of  his  death  had  been  re- 
ceived.    In  the  present,  as  in  that  case,  there  was  no 
express  contract,  and  therefore  the  only  contract  there 
was  that  which  the  law  implied  fix)m  the  delivery  of  the 
goods.   Bayley,  J.,  in  that  case  says,  ''The  woman  had  the 
same  authority  to  bind  the  deceased  by  her  contracts  as  if 
she  had  been  his  wife,  and  such  an  authority  would  be  re- 
yoked  by  his  death.^'    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  the 
present  case  the  executor  of  James  Ilbery  could  never  be 
made  liable  for  any  goods  sold  to  the  widow  after  his 
death.   Then  the  defendant,  in  order  to  succeed,  must  make 
out  that  no  one  was  liable  for  the  goods  supplied  to  the 
defendant.     It  would  be  monstrous  that  she  should  be  al- 
lowed to  say, ''  It  is  true  I  had  the  goods,  but  I  believed 
my  husband  was  living,  and  therefore  I  cannot  pay  you.'' 
From  the  &ct  of  the  defendant  accepting  and  using  the 
goods  delivered  to  her,  the  law  implies  a  contract  by  her 
that  she  will  pay  for  them.     It  will  perhaps  be  said  on  the 
other  side,  that  there  was  a  prior  contract  by  the  husband 
with  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  goods  must  be  taken  to  be 
delivered  upon  that  contract,  until  it  was  put  an  end  to ; 
but  Blades  v.  JPVee  shevrs  that  there  is  no  continuing  con- 
tract in  such  a  case,  and  that  the  wife's  authority  to  con- 
tract for  the  husband  is  revoked  by  his  death.    There  is  a 
class  of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a  party 
sells  goods,  being  in  fact  an  agent  only,  the  principal  may 
sue  for  and  recover  the  price.    So,  where  goods  are  sold  to 
an  agent,  the  real  purchaser  may  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
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price.  K  a  man  supplies  goods  to  another,  and  he  has  Bsek.  qfPUai, 
them  and  uses  them,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  by  him  ^^^* 
to  pay  for  them.  [Alderstm,  B. — The  question  is  this, 
whether,  where  an  agent  contracts  in  the  name  of  a  prin- 
cipal, and  it  turns  out  afterwards  that  there  is  no  princi- 
pal, and  there  is  no  fraud  in  the  case,  the  agent  is  liable 
as  the  principal.  That  is  distinguishable  from  the  case 
where  he  knows  he  has  no  principal,  as  in  PMiU  y. 
fraUer{a).  This  question  is  a  good  deal  discussed  in 
Story  on  Agency,  226,  7,  where  the  author  seems  to 
think  that  it  may  be  taken  that  the  party  who  makes 
the  contract  imdertakes  that  he  has  a  principal ;  but 
that,  he  says,  would  be  the  subject  of  a  special  action.] 
That  point  was  not  taken  at  the  trial.  In  order  to 
make  the  agent  liable  as  principal,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  import  fraud  into  the  case.  [^Alderson,  B. — Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story  says  (6),  **  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  per- 
sonal liability  of  the  agent  in  all  cases  where  he  falsely 
affirms  that  he  has  authority,  as  he  does  when  he  signs  the 
instroment  as  agent  of  his  principal,  and  knows  that  he 
has  no  authority.  But  another  question  has  been  made, 
whether  he  is  liable  when  he  supposes  that  he  has  autho- 
rity, and  he  has  none :  as,  for  example,  when  he  miscon- 
strues the  instrument  conferring  authority  on  him;  or 
where  the  instrument  conferring  the  authority  turns  out 
to  be  a  forgery,  and  he  supposed  it  to  be  genuine.  In 
PcMiU  y.  Walter^  Lord  TerUerden^  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  right  of  action 
was  founded  solely  upon  there  being  an  afiEirmation  of  au- 
thority, when  the  party  knew  it  to  be  false;  and  that 
therefore,  if  the  party  acted  under  the  authority  of  a  forged 
instrument,  supposing  it  to  be  genuine,  he  would  not  be 
responsible.  But  there  is  great  reason  to  doubt  this  doc- 
trine ;  for  if  a  person  represents  himself  as  haying  autho- 

(ff)  3  B.  &  Ad.  114.  (b)  Paget  226,  7,  note  3. 
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Bjteh.o/ Pleoi,  rfty  to  do  an  act  when  he  has  not,  and  the  other  side  is 

drawn  into  a  contract  with  him,  and  the  contract  becomes 
Yoid  for  want  of  such  authority,  the  damage  is  the  same  to 
the  party  who  confided  in  snch  representation,  whether 
the  party  making  it  acted  with  a  knowledge  of  its  falsity, 
or  not.  In  short,  he  undertakes  for  the  truth  of  his  re- 
presentation/' And  then  he  adds, ''  In  cases  where  a  per- 
son executes  an  instrument  in  the  name  of  another,  with- 
out authority,  there  is  some  diversity  of  judicial  opinion  as 
to  the  form  of  action  in  which  the  agent  is  to  be  made 
liable  for  the  breach  of  duty.  In  England  it  is  held  that 
the  suit  must  be  by  a  special  action  on  the  case.  PolhiU  v. 
Walter ''"]  It  is  not  necessary  to  import  fraud  into  the 
case,  to  render  the  agent  liable.  If  a  party  says,  "  I  am 
agent  of  A«  B.''  he  undertakes  that  he  is  so.  The  defend- 
ant must  be  taken  to  have  held  out  to  the  plaintiff  that 
she  had  authority  to  bind  some  person ;  and  if  that  was 
untrue,  she  is  herself  bound.  The  defendant  having  ac- 
cepted the  meat  supplied  to  her,  and  used  it,  there  is  a  con- 
tract implied  by  law  on  the  part  of  some  person  to  pay 
the  price  of  the  meat ;  and  as  the  husband  was  dead,  and 
she  had  no  authority  to  bind  his  executors,  a  contract 
most  be  implied  on  her  part  to  pay  for  the  meat  supplied 
to  her  after  her  husband's  death ;  and  she  is  not  to  be  al- 
lowed to  get  rid  of  her  liability  by  sajring,  that  at  the  time 
she  gave  the  orders  or  accepted  the  goods,  she  thought  her 
husband  was  alive,  and  that  she  was  contracting  on  his  be- 
half* In  Thom»on  v.  Davenport  (a),  where  at  the  time  of 
making  a  contract  of  sale,  the  party  buying  the  goods  re- 
presented that  he  was  buying  them  on  account  of  persons 
resident  in  Scotland,  but  did  not  mention  their  names,  and 
the  seller  did  not  inquire  who  they  were,  but  afterwards 
debited  the  party  who  purchased  the  goods;  it  was  held 
that  the  seller  might  afterwards  sue  the  principals  for  the 

(a)  9  B.  ft  Cr.  78;  4  Man.  &  Ry.  110. 
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price.    There  the  vendor  actually  credited  the  agen^  aad  x»ek.^Pkgg^ 

yet  the  principal  was  held  liable.  The  gtaeanl  principle  is,     ^   ^^' 

that  the  law  creates  an  implied  contract  from  the  receipt 

of  the  goods.      [AUersat^  B. — Here  each  party  thought 

the  hnsband  was  responsible].    That  can  make  no  diffeiv 

ence,  for  it  is  clear  that  there  coold  be  no  contract  between 

the  plaintiff  and  the  dead  man;  and  there  was  no  contract 

by  the  executor  witii  the  plaintiff.    There  is  a  fiedlacy  on 

the  other  side,  in  assuming  that  there  was  a  prior  0(mti«< 

noing  contract  between  the  husband  and  the  plaintiff  re* 

specting  the  supply  of  goods  to  the  wife.    An  action  lor 

good,  sold  «id  deUrered  is  not  necessarily  foanded  upon  a 

contract  antecedent  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods;  it  may 

be,  and  genendly  is,  founded  upon  the  implied  contract  that 

the  party  will  pay  the  price  or  value  of  the  goods  delivered 

and  accepted  by  him;  and  there  are  as  many  implied  coa* 

tracts  as  there  are  parcels  of  goods  delivered  and  accepted. 

If  there  was  no  prior  contract  at  all  in  the  present  ease 

(which  it  is  clear  there  was  not),  then  the  moment  each 

parcel  of  goods  was  delivered  and  accepted,  the  law  implied 

a  contract  by  the  defendant,  who  received  and  accepted 

them,  to  pay  the  price. 

Brkf  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  contract  in  this  ease 
was  a  continuing  contract,  which  the  parties,  in  BladcM  v* 
Rte,  fiuled  to  make  o«it.  This  was  a  course  of  dealing 
which  was  continued  in  eonsequenoe  of,  and  as  part  of,  the 
former  contract.  An  agent  ought  not  to  be  held  liable 
where  he  enters  into  a  contract  as  agent,  boni  fide  sup* 
posing  himsdf  to  hare  authority,  when  it  turns  out  that 
be  had  non^  through  an  event  which  had  happened,  but 
of  which  he  was  not  cognisant,  and  had  no  means:  of 
knowing.  The  evidence  here  was,  that  goods  were  sup* 
plied  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  husband  during  his  residence 
bere,  and  were  afterwards  continued  to  be  supplied  to  his 
wife  after  he  left  this  country ;  there  is  dearly  no  implied 
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Bseh.  qfPUoij  contract  arising  from  this  state  of  things,  that  she  would  pay 

for  them .  Suppose  the  case  of  the  husband  and  wife  having 
both  gone  abroad,  and  having  left  a  housekeeper  in  charge 
of  the  house  and  the  children,  and  meat  is  supplied  to  the 
house,  and  the  husband  and  wife  are  both  drowned,  is  the 
housekeeper  to  be  liable,  because  she  ordered  the  meat  for 
the  use  of  the  house?  [Alderaon,  B. — In  the  same  way  it 
may  be  said,  if  a  bachelor  leaves  a  housekeeper  in  posses- 
sion of  his  house,  and  goes  abroad^  and  dies,  is  the  house- 
keeper to  be  liable  ?]  In  Potkill  v.  fValter,  there  was  the 
making  of  a  representation  which  the  party  making  it 
knew  to  be  untrue.  If  Ilbery  had  not  died,  he  would 
have  been  clearly  liable,  and  the  account  was  in  his  name. 
As  to  the  argument  of  there  being  an  implied  contract, 
that  merely  amounts  to  this,  that  a  party  to  whom  goods 
are  delivered  is  liable  for  them ;  but  that  is  where  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  other  person  was  responsible. 
The  case  of  Blades  v.  2^ee  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
present. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Aldbbson,  B. — This  case  was  argued  at  the  Sittings  after 
last  Hilary  Term,  before  my  brothers  Gumey,  Rolfe,  and 
myself.  The  fiu^s  were  shortly  these.  The  defendant  was 
the  widow  of  a  Mr.  Ilbery,  who  died  abroad;  and  the 
plaintiff,  during  the  husband's  lifetime,  had  supplied,  and 
after  his  death  had  continued  to  supply,  goods  for  the  use 
of  the  fSEmiily  in  England.  The  husband  left  England  for 
China  in  March,  1839,  and  died  on  the  14th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, in  that  year.  The  news  of  his  death  first  arrived  in 
England  on  the  13th  day  of  March,  1840;  and  the  only 
question  now  remaining  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  is, 
whether  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  goods  supplied 
after  her  husband's  death,  and  before  it  was  possible  that 
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the  knowledge  of  that  fact  could  be  communicated  to  her.  Bxeh.qfpi€ai, 
There  was  no  doubt  that  such  knowledge  was  communi-    ^  ^^^' 
cated  to  her  as  soon  as  it  was  possible ;   and  that  the  de- 
fendant had  paid  into  Court  sufficient  to  cover  all  the 
goods  supplied  to  the  family  by  the  plaintiff  subsequently 
to  the  13th  March,  1840. 

We  took  time  to  consider  this  question,  and  to  examine 
the  authorities  on  this  subject,  which  is  one  of  some  diffi- 
culty. The  point,  how  far  an  agent  is  personally  liable 
who,  having  in  fact  no  authority,  professes  to  bind  his 
principal,  has  on  various  occasions  been  discussed.  There 
is  no  doubt  that  in  the  case  of  a  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tion of  his  authority,  with  an  intention  to  deceive,  the 
agent  would  be  personally  responsible.  But  independently 
of  this,  which  is  perfectly  free  from  doubt,  there  seem  to 
be  still  two  other  classes  of  cases,  in  which  an  agent  who 
without  actual  authority  makes  a  contract  in  the  name  of 
his  principal,  is  personally  liable,  even  where  no  proof  of 
such  fittudulent  intention  can  be  given.  First,  where  he 
has  no  authority,  and  knows  it,  but  nevertheless  makes 
the  contract  as  having  such  authority.  In  that  case,  on 
the  plainest  principles  of  justice,  he  is  liable.  For  he  in- 
duces the  other  party  to  enter  into  the  contract  on  what 
amounts  to  a  misrepresentation  of  a  fact  peculiarly  within 
lus  own  knowledge ;  and  it  is  but  just,  that  he  who  does 
10  should  be  considered  as  holding  himself  out  as  one  hav- 
ing competent  authority  to  contract,  and  as  guaranteeing 
the  consequences  arising  from  any  want  of  such  authority. 
But  there  is  a  third  class,  in  which  the  Courts  have  held, 
that  where  a  party  making  the  contract  as  agent  bona  fide 
believes  that  such  authority  is  vested  in  him,  but  has  in 
fact  no  such  authority,  he  is  still  personally  liable.  In 
these  cases,  it  is  true,  the  agent  is  not  actuated  by  any 
fraudulent  motives;  nor  has  he  made  any  statement  which 
he  knows  to  be  untrue.  But  still  his  liability  depends  on 
the  same  principles  as  before.  It  is  a  wrong,  differing  only 
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Brek,  of  Pieasf  in  degree,  bnt  not  in  its  essence,  from  the  former  case,  to 

state  as  true  what  the  individual  making  such  statement 
does  not  know  to  be  true,  even  though  he  does  not  know 
it  to  be  false,  but  believes,  without  sufficient  grounds,  that 
the  statement  will  ultimately  turn  out  to  be  correct.  And 
if  that  wrong  produces  injury  to  a  third  person,  who  is 
wholly  ignorant  of  the  grounds  on  which  such  belief  of 
the  supposed  agent  is  founded,  and  who  has  relied  on  the 
correctness  of  his  assertion,  it  is  equally  just  that  he  who 
makes  such  assertion  should  be  personally  liable  for  its 
consequences. 

On  eiamination  of  the  authorities,  we  are  satisfied  that 
all  the  cases  in  which  the  agent  has  been  held  personally 
responsible,  will  be  found  to  arrange  themselves  under  one 
or  other  of  these  three  classes.  In  all  of  them  it  will  be 
found,  that  he  has  either  been  guilty  of  some  fraud,  has 
made  some  statement  which  he  knew  to  be  false,  or  has 
stated  as  true  what  he  did  not  know  to  be  true,  omitting 
at  the  same  time  to  give  such  information  to  the  other 
contracting  party,  as  would  enable  him  equ»Ujr  with  bin*- 
self  to  judge  as  to  the  authority  under  which  he  proposed 
to  act. 

Of  the  fiist,  it  is  not  necessary  to  dte  any  instance* 
PolhUl  y.  Waiter  (a)  is  an  instance  of  the  second ;  and  the 
cases  where  the  agent  never  had  any  audiority  to  contract 
at  all,  but  believed,  that  he  had,  as  when  he  acted  on  a 
finrged  warrant  of  attorney,  which  he  thought  to  be  gen« 
uine,  and  the  like,  are  instances  of  the  third  class.  To 
these  may  be  added  those  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in 
his  book  on  Agency^  p.  226,  note  8«  The  present  case 
seems  to  us  to  be  distinguishable  from  all  these  authorities. 
Here  the  agent  had  in  fact  full  authority  originally  to 
contract,  and  did  contract  in  the  name  of  the  principal. 
There  is  no  ground  Icmt  saying,  that  in  repres^^iting  her  au- 

(<f)  dB.&  Ad.  114. 
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Bseh,qf  Pleas,  instramentality,  may  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  one 

made  by  the  husband  eiclusively  of  the  agent.  Now^  if  a 
contract  were  made  on  the  terms^  that  the  agent^  having 
a  determinable  authority^  bound  his  principal,  but  ex- 
pressly stipulated  that  he  should  not  be  personally  liable 
himself,  it  seems  quite  reasonable  that,  in  the  absence 
of  all  mala  fides  on  the  part  of  the  agent,  no  responsi- 
bility should  rest  upon  him :  and,  as  it  appears  to  us,  a 
married  woman,  situated  as  the  defendant  was  in  this 
case,  may  fairly  be  considered  as  an  agent  so  stipulat- 
ing for  herself;  and  on  this  limited  ground,  therefore^ 
we  think  she  would  not  be  liable  under  such  circumstances 
as  these. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a 
new  trial  must  be  absolute;  but  as  the  point  was  not 
taken  at  Nisi  Prius,  we  think  the  costs  should  abide  the 
event  of  the  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


i(fii^24.  Adrins  v.  Anderson. 

The  tenn  « re-  ^  HE  defendant,  being  under  terms  of  ''  pleading  issu- 
miSL7r&''ni  ^^^7'  v^sfoifdng  graH8,  and  taking  short  notice  of  trial,'' 
without  a  rule    pleaded  a  plea  of  gaming,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  de 

for  thst  pur— 

pote ;  and  injurifi,  added  the  similiter,  and,  on  the  2nd  of  May,  de- 
whereTde-  Uvercd  the  issuc  with  notice  of  trial  for  the  10th.  The 
d^^th^J^t^  defendant  did  not  return  the  issue,  but,  on  the  6th  of 
he  has  still  four  May,  scut  the  following  notice  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney : — 

days  from  the      ,,  m  t  •  i^i  •         «•  it  ii. 

delivery  of  the  "  Take  uoticc,  that  I  do  uot  rcccive  the  issue  deuvered  by 
wh!c?urre-°  7®^  ^  ^^  causc  as  such,  but  consider  the  same  as  a  re- 
iffwt  Sf^thJt  ^    plication  only.    I  have  therefore  struck  out  the  similiter 

term  being  to 
dispense  with 
the  necessity  of  a  rule  to  rcgoin. 
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added  by  you  to  your  replication  to  the  defendant's  last  Bxch.  rf  piea», 
plea,  and  have  demurred  to  your  replication."  ^  '  ^ 

Huffh  Hill  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  de-       Adkins 
fendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  demurrer  delivered  by  him     AMDERaos. 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  cause  should  not  be 
tried  pursuant  to  the  notice  of  trial, — 

S.  Hughes  shewed  cause  (May  9). — The  question  de- 
pteds  on  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  term  '' rejoining 
gratis/'  It  is  said,  that  the  defendant,  being  imder  those 
terms,  was  bound  to  demur  within  twenty-four  hours ;  but 
that  is  not  so ;  the  meaning  of  ''  rejoining  gratis  "  is,  that 
the  party  must  rejoin  within  twenty-four  hours  after  de- 
Hvery  of  the  replication  and  demand  of  a  rejoinder :  Clark 
V.  Adams  (a).  But  that  rule  does  not  extend  to  a  joinder  in 
demurrer.  That  was  so  held  in  Jones  v.  Key  (6),  where 
the  Court  say,  '^  There  is  good  reason  in  this ;  for  a  party 
may  want  time  to  consider  the  law  before  he  joins  in  de- 
murrer, though  he  can  join  issue  to  the  coimtry  without 
consideration/'  That  reason  applies  still  more  strongly  to 
a  demurrer,  where  much  time  for  deliberation  may  be  re- 
quired. 

Hugh  Hin,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Delivering  the  issue 
with  the  similiter  is  equivalent  to  a  demand  of  rqoinder; 
and  the  defendant,  by  keeping  the  issue  four  days,  must  be 
considered  as  having  accepted  it.  In  fVye  v.  Fisher  (c),  a 
plaintiff  having  tendered  an  issue  to  a  plea,  and  demanded 
a  rejoinder,  where  the  plaintiff  was  under  terms  to  rejoin 
gratis,  and  the  defendant  not  having  rejoined,  the  plaintiff 
signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  rejoinder ;  the  Court  held 
the  judgment  regular,  but  set  it  aside  without  costs, 
because  the  plaintiff  might  have  added  the  similiter  him- 
self.   That  shews  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  present  case, 

(«)  2  Cr.  &  J.  683;  2  Tyrw.  765.     (b)  2  Cr.  &  M.  340;  4  Tyrw.  238. 

(c)  3  Bob.  &  P.  443. 
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Bseh,  qfPietUf  adopted  the  pro{>er  coarse.    In  Hutchinson  v.  Senior  (a),  it 

^  ^^'^     was  held  that  the  terms  of  rejoining  gratis  compeUed  a 

ADUN8       defendant  to  return  the  issue  within  twenty-four  hours  for 

jiKOBiuoK.     the  purpose  of  demurring  to  the  replication,  if  the  plaintiff 

has  added  the  similiter,  and  delivered  the  issue. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deKvered  by — 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^We  have  consulted  the  officers  of 
the  several  Courts  on  the  point  raised  in  this  case,  and 
have  come  to  a  decision  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  A  de- 
fendant is  always  entitled  to  four  days  to  rejoin,  fix)m  the 
delivery  of  the  replication ;  and  the  term  ''  rejoining 
gratis  "  means  only  that  he  will  rejoin  without  putting  the 
plaintiff  to  the  necessity  of  obtaining  a  rule  to  rejoin. 
The  defendant  is  in  the  same  position,  and  has  the  same 
time  to  rejoin,  as  if  the  replication  had  been  delivered 
accompanied  by  a  rule  to  rejoin,  in  which  case  he  would 
have  had  four  days.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  dis- 
charged ;  but,  as  it  is  a  doubtful  point  of  practice,  without 
costs. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  Not  yet  reported,  except  in  the  Jurist,  Vol.  5,  p.  387. 
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B*eh.qfPlemt  that  they  formed  no  defence  to  the  action,  and  directed  a 
1842. 

verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.     Topham's  affidavit  stated  also, 

that  he  had  been  for  some  time  in  a  very  weak  state  of 
health ;  that  he  had  been  in  readiness  to  attend  the  trial 
on  the  Saturday  preceding,  but  on  the  Monday  morning, 
being  very  unwell,  he  did  not  rise  until  ten  o'clock,  and 
on  arriving  at  his  office,  which  was  in  his  way  from  his  re- 
sidence to  the  Court,  about  half-past  eleven  o'clock,  he  was 
informed  that  the  cause  had  been  tried. 

Cowling  shewed  cause. — There  is  a  preliminary  objec- 
tion to  this  application.  The  subpoena  required  Topham's 
attendance  only  on  the  24th  of  March,  the  commission- 
day,  and  did  not,  according  to  the  usual  and  proper  form, 
go  on  to  require  it  ''from  day  to  day  until  the  cause 
should  be  tried.''  A  party  will  not  be  brought  into  con- 
tempt, unless  his  duty  have  been  clearly  pointed  out  by 
the  process  which  he  is  charged  with  having  disobeyed. 
[Alderson^  B. — The  assizes  are  in  law  but  one  day.  It  is 
plain  it  means  to  require  his  attendance  at  the  assizes.] 

Secondly,  it  is  clear  upon  the  affidavits,  that  Topham 
was  not  a  material  witness,  and  that,  if  he  had  been  in  at- 
tendance, and  given  all  the  evidence  which  was  expected 
from  him,  the  verdict  would  have  been  the  same.  The 
first  requisite,  therefore,  to  sustain  an  application  of  this 
nature,  that  the  party  should  have  been  a  material  and 
necessary  witness,  altogether  fails.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. 
— That  is  undoubtedly  a  necessary  part  of  the  case  in  an 
action  against  the  witness  for  damages ;  but  is  it  so  on  a 
motion  for  an  attachment?  The  witness  may  equally 
have  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  the  process  of  the  Court, 
whether  he  were  a  material  witness  or  not.]  At  all  events, 
such  a  witness  must  clearly  be  shewn  to  have  been  guilty 
of  a  wilful  contempt:  Chapman  v.  Davis  (a).    Now  here 

(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  239. 
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May  25. 


of  T] 


Quested  v.  Callis. 


The  attorney  of  X  HIS  was  an  actiou  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  to 
no  such  interest  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  indebitatus ; 
pre^^e^nuhe  p'al^  ^^^  secondly,  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
ties  from  com-    Act.     To  the  latter  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the 

promising  it 

without  his  schcdule  filed  by  the  defendant  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
consen .  Court  did  not  contain  a  true  description  of  the  debt  in  the 

declaration  mentioned,  but  fals^y  described  it  as  amount- 
ing to  4/.  lOs,,  instead  of  11/.  I65.  Sd.,  whereby,  and  in 
consequence  of  such  false  description,  the  defendant  was 
not  discharged  from  the  said  debt  by  force  of  the  act.  To 
this  replication  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the  plaintiff 
joined  in  demurrer :  but  before  the  demurrer  came  on  for 
hearing,  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution  at  the  suit 
of  another  creditor,  and  again  petitioned  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court  for  his  discharge,  and  on  this  occasion  in- 
serted the  correct  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  debt  in  his 
schedule.  The  plaintiff's  attorney  thereupon  took  out  a 
summons  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  this  actiou,  without 
costs,  which  was  dismissed,  the  defendant's  attorney  under- 
taking to  pay  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  the  event  of  judg- 
ment being  given  for  him  on  the  demurrer.  The  plaintiff 
gave  notice  of  opposition  to  the  defendant's  case  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  and  on  his  hearing,  appeared 
to  oppose  him ;  but  in  consideration  of  withdrawing  his 
opposition,  the  defendant  was  prevailed  upon,— without  the 
concurrence  of  his  attorney,  and  notwithstanding  a  notice 
which  the  latter  had  served  on  the  defendant,  not  to  settle 
the  action  without  his  knowledge, — to  sign  a  written  con- 
sent to  a  stay  of  all  proceedings  without  costs :  upon  which 
consent,  Gnmey,  B.,  made  an  order  accordingly. 


Figott,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  had  obtained 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  defrauding  the  attorney  of  his  costs :  and  there  is  evidence 
-    that  such  was  the  case  here.    The  plaintiff  had  no  real  claim 
Quested       q^j  ^^q  defendant ;  for  the  misdescription  in  the  schedule, 
Callis.        not  being  alleged  by  the  replication  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lent, was  immaterial,  and  by  the  express  provisions  of  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  93,  the  discharge  was  good  notwith- 
standing.     The  plea,  therefore,  was  clearly  an  answer  to  the 
action,  and  the  judgment  must  have  been  for  the  defend- 
ant  on  the  demurrer.     The  opposition  of  the  plainti£P, 
therefore,  was  a  mere  attempt  to  intimidate  the  defendant, 
and  so  to  drive  him,  in  the  absence  of  his  attorney,  to  take 
a  step  that  might  prevent  the  payment  of  the  costs  to 
which  he  would  clearly  have  been  entitled.   The  consent  so 
obtained  was  altogether  void,  and  the  order  which  was 
founded  upon  it  ought  to  be  set  aside. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether,  when  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  an  action  are 
willing  to  put  an  end  to  it,  the  plaintiff  agreeing  to  forego 
all  further  proceedings,  the  defendant's  attorney  has  a 
right  to  interfere  and  stop  that  arrangement,  on  the  ground 
of  some  supposed  inchoate  right  he  may  have  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit,  or  of  the  chance  he  has  of  obtaining 
costs  from  the  plaintiff,  in  the  event  of  its  terminating  unfa- 
vourably to  him.  I  think  he  has  no  such  right ;  he  has  at 
most  a  mere  inchoate  right,  which  may  or  may  not  be  ma- 
tured, but  which  bears  no  resemblance  to  the  lien,  as  it  is 
called,  which  the  attorney  of  a  plaintiff  has  on  his  demand 
in  the  suit.  It  is  said,  however,  that  there  has  been  collu- 
sion and  fraud  in  this  case,  for  that  the  defendant  must 
have  succeeded  on  the  demurrer.  In  order  to  ascertain 
that,  we  should  have  to  try  the  cause  on  these  affidavits ; 
but  upon  them  I  can  see  no  evidence  of  collusion ;  and  even 
if  there  were,  I  cannot  conceive  that  it  would  make  any  dif- 
ference. The  conversation  between  the  defendant  and  the 
attomejr's  clerk  has  been  pressed  upon  us,  as  shewing  that 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas, 
1842. 


May  27.      Bamset  and  others^  Assignees  of  Boden^  a  Bankrupt, 

V,  Eaton. 

A  creditor  on  a   AsSUMPSIT  by  the  plftintiflFs,  as  assignees  of  J.  A. 

Juciffnicnt 

founded  upon  a  Boden^  a  bankrupt^  for  money  had  and  received.  Flea, 
torney!  issued  ^^^  assumpsit.  At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last 
there  ^iT^and  ^^^^  assizcs,  it  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  and  his  part- 
seixed  and  sold   ncr,  being  indebted  to  the  defendant^  gave  him,  on  the 

the  goods  of  , 

the  debtor  un-    21st  of  April,  1841,  a  Warrant  of  attorney  to  secure  the 

der  a  fieri 
fiu:ias,  without 
notice  of  any 
act  of bank- 
ruptcy com- 
mitted by  the 
debtor.    On 
the  day  after 
the  sale,  a  fiat 
in  bankruptcy 
issued  against 
the  debtor: — 
HMf  that  the 
assignees  were 
not  entitled  to 
recover  from 
the  creditor  the 
proceeds  of  the 
sale,  inasmuch 
as,  at  the  time 
of  the  flat,  he 
was  not  a  cre- 
ditor of  the 


payment  of  the  amount  then  due,  272/.  l^.  2d,  On  the 
22nd  of  May,  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  a  fieri  facias  issued,  under  which  the  goods 
were  seized  by  the  sheriff,  and  sold  on  the  28th  of  May. 
On  the  29th,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  Boden, 
on  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  six  weeks  before.  On 
the  25th  of  May,  the  sheriff's  officer,  being  then  in  posses- 
sion of  the  goods,  was  served  with  the  following  notice  :^- 

"  To  the  High  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  York,  and  his 
under-sheriff,  and  also  to  Mr.  Joseph  Naylor  Ryalls, 
his  bailiff. 
^*  I  do  hereby,  on  behalf  of  the  petitioning  creditor,  give 
you  notice,  that  a  docket  has  been  struck,  and  a  fiat  issued^ 
?*^b™<f q''*^"  ®P^"^  John  Amory  Boden,  of  &c. ;  and  that,  prior  to  your 

entering  an  execution  in  his  house  and  premises,  an  act  <^ 
bankruptcy  had  been  committed  by  the  said  John  Amory 
imdcr^fl!fa.  of  Boden.    I  do  therefore  discharge  you  ifrom  selling  or  dis- 
posing df  his  property. 

''  Luke  Palfreyman,  solicitor  to  the  petitioning 
creditor  under  the  fiat, 
''Dated  this  25th  day  of  May,  1841.^' 

At  the  time  of  the  service  of  this  notice,  the  fiat  had 


c.  16,  s.  108. 
Notice  to  a 
sheriff's  oificer 


an  act  of  banlc- 
ruptcy  com- 
mitted by  the 
defendant,  is 
not  notice  to 
the  execution 
creditor,  within 
the  2  &  3  Vict, 
c.  29. 

Semble,  a 
general  notice 

to  the  creditor,  that  the  defendant  has  committed  an  act  of  banlu-uptcy,  is  sufficient,  without 
stating  the  nature  of  it. 
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Exch,  of  Pieat,  pARKB,  B. — ^As  to  the  first  point,  I  think  the  view  I 
^^^'  .  took  of  the  case  at  the  trial  was  right.  There  is  a  material 
distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  Whitmore  v.  Ito- 
bertson.  There  the  fiat  issued  after  the  levy,  but  before 
the  sale;  here  the  fiat  did  not  issue  until  after  the  sale. 
Here,  therefore,  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the 
defendant  was  not  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  but  of  the 
sheriff.  The  effect  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  is  to  wipe 
out  the  act  of  bankruptcy  altogether,  except  where  the  cre- 
ditor has  notice  of  it ;  and  to  substitute  the  fiat  for  it  in 
all  cases  where  the  creditor  has  no  notice  of  it.  On  this 
point,  therefore,  there  will  be  no  rule ;  but  the  plaintiffs 
may  have  a  rule  on  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
notice  (a). 

Alderson,  B. — I  quite  concur  in  the  view  taken  by  my 
brother  Parke.  After  the  sale,  the  party  is  no  longer  a 
creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  and  therefore  is  not  within  the 
108th  section.  Then  how  can  full  effect  be  given  to  the 
81st  and  108th  sections  of  the  act  ?  As  it  was  given  in 
Whitmore  v.  Robertson ;  by  striking  out  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  substituting  the  fiat.  Therefore,  as  the  defend- 
ant ceased  to  be  a  creditor  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat, 
he  is  not  within  the  108th  section. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  proviso 
in  s.  108  applies  only  to  creditors  of  the  bankrupt ;  now 
by  the  seizure  and  sale,  this  defendant  had  ceased  to  be  a 
creditor  of  the  bankrupt. 


Wortley  and  Pashley  now  appeared  to  shew  cause  against 

(a)  The  rule  was  mainly  grant-  riff's  officer  in  possession  was  suffi- 
ed  on  the  ground  that  in  another  cient,  reserving  the  point  for  the 
case  of  Lawson  v.  Holloivay^  tried  consideration  of  this  Court.  A  rule 
before  Coleridge y  J.,  at  Winchester,  for  a  nonsuit  was  accordingly  grant- 
that  learned  Judge  had  ruled  at  ed,  and  on  this  day  was  made  ab- 
Nisi  Prius  that  notice  to  the  she-  solute. 
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the  rule  granted  on  the  other  point,  but  the  Court  called  B*ck.  qf  Pkas, 
on  '842. 


Erk  and  Bctines,  contra. — It  never  could  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature^  in  passing  the  stat.  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  29,  to  permit  an  execution  to  go  on,  where  it  was 
dear  to  demonstration  to  the  party  levying  it,  that  the 
debtor  had  become  a  bankrupt.  The  obvious  intention  of 
the  statute  was  to  stop  all  the  proceedings,  after  notice  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  should  be  served  upon  the  party 
intrusted  with  the  conduct  of  a  suit,  or  under  whose  direc- 
tion the  law  was  put  in  motion.  It  could  not  have  been 
meant  that  the  sheriff  must  sell,  unless  notice  could  be 
brought  home  to  the  creditor  personally.  In  many  cases 
it  might  be  impossible  to  find  him;  as  where  he  is  re- 
sident abroad:  and  the  reason  and  convenience  of  the 
case  require,  that  notice  to  a  party,  who  is  an  agent  for  the 
purposes  of  the  execution,  should  be  notice  to  the  prin* 
cipal.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose  that  be  granted, 
how  can  it  be  said  that  the  sheriff's  officer  is  the  agent  of 
the  creditor  ?]  The  creditor  sets  him  in  motion.  [Alder-^ 
ion,  B. — "No ;  the  creditor  applies  to  the  Court,  and  the 
Court  orders  its  officer  to  execute  the  writ.]  Though,  in 
one  point  of  view,  the  sheriff  is  an  officer  of  the  Court,  in 
another  he  is  the  agent  of  the  execution  plaintiff.  If  the 
vrit  be  void,  the  latter  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  sheriff 
as  his  agent,  and  an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
may  be  brought  against  him  for  the  sum  levied :  Hitchin 
V.  Campbell  {a).  So,  if  the  sheriff  withholds  the  money 
which  he  has  levied,  the  creditor  may  bring  an  action  of 
contract  against  him,  without  the  intervention  of  the 
Court.  \JPaTke,  B. — ^According  to  your  argument,  if  the 
sheriff  had  received  the  proceeds,  and  had  not  paid  them 
oyer,  the  execution  creditor  would  nevertheless  have  been 

(a)  2  W.  Bl.  827;  3  WUs.  304. 


1842. 
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Exch.  ^  PUatf  liable  in  this  action.    If  the  sheriflp  were  the  agent  of  the 

party,  the  receipt  by  him  would  be  a  receipt  by  the  party 
also.]  The  giving  a  receipt  is  beyond  the  scope  of  his  au- 
thority as  agent.  The  sheriff  may  recorer  his  poundage 
from  the  creditor;  Stanton  v.  SuUard  (a) ;  and  it  is  every 
day's  practice  for  the  creditor  to  control  the  sheriff  by  spe- 
cial directions  accompanying  the  writ,  and  to  indemnify 
him  for  executing  it;  and  when  the  plaintiff  appoints  his 
own  special  bailiff,  the  sheriff  still  acts.  If  notice  to  the 
bailiff  be  held  insufficient,  it  is  obvious  that,  in  a  great 
number  of  cases,  it  will  be  impossible  to  affect  the  judg- 
ment creditor  with  notice  at  all :  the  only  person  that  can 
immediately  and  certainly  be  found,  representing  him,  is 
the  bailiff  in  possession. 

As  to  the  form  of  the  notice,  it  was  quite  sufficient  to 
warn  the  party  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  com- 
mitted, without  specifying  the  nature  of  it.  All  that  is 
necessary  is  to  put  the  sheriff  on  his  guard,  and  enable 
him  to  apply  under  the  Interpleader  Act.  So,  it  would  be 
sufficient,  if  it  must  be  given  to  the  creditor,  as  it  discloses 
enough  to  put  him  on  inquiry. — On  this  point  they  cited 
King  v.  Leith  (A),  and  Spratt  v.  Hothouse  (c). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^There  is  nothing  whatever  in 
this  case.  A  notice  to  the  bailiff  is  no  notice  to  the 
execution  creditor;  the  bailiff  cannot  be  considered  as  his 
agent. 

Parke,  B.— The  words  of  the  stat.  3  &  8  Vict.  c.  29, 
afford  a  complete  answer  to  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
assignees.  The  proviso  runs  thus : — "  Provided  that  the  per- 
son  at  whose  suit  such  execution  shall  have  issued,  had  not, 
at  the  time  of  executing  or  levying  such  execution  or  attach- 


(fl)  Cro.  Eliz.  654.  (b)  2  T.  R.  141. 

(c)  4  Bing.  173;  12  Moore,  395. 
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ment^  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy/*    Unless,  -BwA.  of  puas, 
therefore,  the  sheriff  can  be  considered  the  agent  of  the  * 

party  for  such  a  purpose,  notice  to  him,  or  to  his  bailiff, 
cannot  avoid  the  execution.  But  he  cannot  be  so  con- 
sidered ;  the  sheriff  is  the  officer  of  the  Court,  and  bound 
to  obey  the  writ,  and  is  not,  in  point  of  law,  the  agent  of 
the  party  who  sues  it  out.  If  the  legislature  had  intended 
that  notice  to  the  sheriff  or  his  bailiff  should  have  the  same 
effect  as  a  notice  to  the  party  suing  out  the  execution,  they 
should  have  expressed  themselves  plainly ;  as  it  is,  we  can 
only  construe  the  words  they  have  used  as  we  find  them ; 
and  it  is  impossible  here  to  say  that  the  execution  creditor 
had  either  notice,  knowledge,  or  means  of  knowledge,  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy.  As  to  the  form  of  the  notice,  probably 
it  would  be  a  sufficient  notice  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  if  it  had  been  communicated  to  the  creditor,  as  it 
would  intimate  to  him  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been 
committed,  which  would  be  sufficient  to  put  him  on  his 
guard,  and  call  upon  him  to  make  inquiry.  It  is  unne- 
cessary, however,  to  decide  that  point  at  present,  as  we 
can  only  regard  the  sheriff  as  the  officer  of  the  Court,  and 
not  the  agent  of  the  party. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 
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Bxeh,  qf  Pleas, 
1842. 

"  Stephens  v.  Hill. 

May  24.        y 

Where  an  at-  JLuDLOW,  Seijt.,  in  Eastcr  Term,  obtained  a  rule  call- 

guiity  ofmis-  uig  upon  the  defendant's  attorney  in  this  cause  to  shew 

TOurscof  a****  cause  why  he  should  not  be  struck  off  the  roll  of  attomies, 

r  "**'  ^ii  ^^  ^^  prohibited  from  practising  in  this  Court.   It  appeared 

a  rule  calling  on  from  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  application,  that  the 

ca^e  why  his  ACtion  was  for  the  breach  of  a  warranty  of  the  soundness 

norbe'suudc  ^^  ^  horsc,  and  the  defendant,  by  his  pleas,  denied  both  the 

off  the  roll,  warranty  and  the  unsoundness.  The  evidence  of  the  war- 
even  although 

the  matter  com-  rauty  Consisted  of  two  letters,  addressed  by  the  defendant 
amount  to  an  ^  ^  ^^®  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant's  attorney,  on  the 
indictable  of-      usual  noticc  and  summons  being  served  on  him,  reiiised 

fence;  but  the  ^  ®  ' 

Court  will  not,  to  admit.     In  order  to  prove  that  the  letters  were  in  the 

cumstancet,  defendant's  handwriting,  a  person  named  Jackson,  an  in- 

to IniwerA™  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^  *^®  defendant,  was  subpoenaed,  and  he 

matters  of  an  informed  the  defendant  and  his  attorney  of  the  circum* 

affidavit.  t      -t      t         -% 

The  affida-  stancc,  who  both  endeavoured  to  persuade  him,  by  threats 

an  appUcaitbn  <^^  promises,  not  to  prove  the  handwriting.     The  de- 

to  strike  an  at-  fendant's  attorney  subpoenaed  two  persons  of  the  names 

roll  for  miscon.  of  Cook  and  Cooper,  who  resided  in  the  same  village  with 

may  be  intitied'  Jackson,  in  Yorkshire,  and  on  the  road  firom  thence  to 

thoughTudg-  Gloucester,  where  the  cause  was  to  be  tried,  a  conversation 

"J***;  *•".***?"  took  place  between  them  and  the  defendant's  attorney,  as 

obtained  in  it.  ^  ^' 

to  the  possibility  of  getting  Jackson  out  of  the  way,  the 
defendant's  attorney  saying  that  Cook  was  the  only  person 
who  had  sufficient  influence  over  him  for  that  purpose. 
Both  Cook  and  Cooper,  after  their  arrival  at  Gloucester, 
urged  Jackson  to  leave  the  place,  and  the  defendant's  at- 
torney offered  him  anything  to  do  so,  stating  that  his  evi- 
dence was  the  only  thing  he  feared.  On  the  evening  pre- 
vious to  the  trial  of  the  cause.  Cooper  went  to  the  inn 
where  the  plaintiff 's  witnesses  were  staying,  and,  under 
the  pretence  of  taking  a  walk,  brought  Jackson  to  the 
house  where  the  defendant's  attorney  and  Cook  lodged. 
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The  defendant's  attorney  and  Cook  then  united  in  urging  Bxek,  ofPUtu, 
Jackson  to  leave  Gloucester  on  the  following  morning  ' 

early,  and^  after  much  persuasion^  he  at  length  consented. 
It  was  then  arranged  that  Cook  should  start  with  him  to 
Birminghamj  there  to  await  the  arrival  of  the  defendant's 
attorney^  and^  upon  Cook's  representation  that  he  would 
not  be  instrumental  in  procuring  Jackson's  departure, 
unless  the  attorney  indemnified  the  latter  from  the  conse* 
quences  that  might  result  from  his  absence,  the  defend- 
ant's attorney  gave  Jackson  the  following  guarantee: 

"  I  hereby  undertake  to  indemnify  Mr.  John  Jackson 

for  any  damage  he  may  sustain  or  be  put  to,  by  reason  of 

his  going  away  from  Gloucester,  as  he  is  not  a  material 

witness  in  the  case  Stephens  v.  Hill.    Dated  this  6th  of 

August,  1841. 

*'  John  Whitehead, 

"  Solicitor  for  defendant. 
"Witness,  Thomas  Cook." 

Cook  and  Jackson  accordingly  went  to  Birmingham 
early  the  following  morning.  The  plaintiflF's  attorney 
having,  before  the  cause  was  called  on,  discovered  that 
Jackson  was  gone,  charged  the  defendant's  attorney  with 
having  sent  him  off,  and  threatened  to  call  him  as  a  witness 
to  prove  the  defendant's  handwriting,  and  at  the  same 
time  served  him  with  a  subpoena.  The  plaintiff's  counsel, 
hi  opening  the  case  to  the  jury,  commented  in  strong  lan- 
guage upon  the  conduct  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  de- 
claring his  intention  to  examine  him  as  to  the  handwrit- 
ing, whereupon  the  defendant's  counsel  said  he  was 
instructed  to  admit  that  the  letters  were  written  by  the 
defendant's  authority,  but  to  deny  they  were  in  his  hand- 
writing.    The  plaintiff  thereupon  obtained  a  verdict. 

The  affidavits  on  which  this  application  was  founded 
being  intitled  in  the  cause  Stephens  v.  Hill, 

Wortley  and  Keating,  on  shewing  cause,  took  a  prelimi- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  nary  objection  that  the  affidavits  were  improperly  intitled; 

that  judgment  having  been  long  since  given  in  the  cause,  the 
Court  was  functus  officio  with  respect  to  it,  there  being  no 
such  cause  in  the  Court;  and  that,  the  application  not  being 
a  matter  afiPecting  the  cause,  or  the  parties,  but  directed 
personally  against  the  attorney,  they  ought  to  have  been 
intitled  "in  the  matter  of  &c/'  [Alderson,  B. — It  relates 
to  the  conduct  of  the  cause.  Because  judgment  has  been 
given,  it  is  not  therefore  out  of  Court.  The  affidavits  are 
properly  intitled.] 

Then,  as  to  the  merits  of  the  application,  the  Court  will 
not  exercise  its  summary  jurisdiction  over  an  attorney^ 
where  the  misconduct  charged  amounts  to  an  indictable 
offence.  The  charge  here  made,  if  true,  amounts  to  a 
conspiracy,  for  which  the  attorney  may  be  indicted ;  and 
if  he  be  indicted,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  this  ap- 
plication might  prejudice  him  on  his  trial.  The  com- 
plainant ought  to  resort  in  the  first  instance  to  his  re- 
medy by  indictment,  and  if  the  attorney  were  convicted, 
the  Court  might  then  properly  interfere.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — The  Court  will  not  grant  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
attorney  to  answer  the  matters  of  the  affidavit  in  such  a 
case,  but  they  will  grant  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  he 
should  not  be  struck  off  the  roll.]  Although  the  Court 
will  not  call  upon  the  attorney  to  answer  the  matters  of 
the  affidavit,  yet  if  he  does  not  do  so  the  consequence 
would  be  that  he  would  be  struck  off  the  roll.  Such  a 
distinction  has  never  been  recognised,  and  the  position 
contended  for  was  acted  upon  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  yesterday  in  the  case  o{  Ex  parte  Cain,  in  Harding 
V.  Lee  (a).  The  Court  there  decided  that,  inasmuch  as  a  por- 
tion of  the  charge  would  not  affect  the  attorney  in  an  indict- 
able manner,  they  would  enter  into  that;  but  said  that  had 
it  been  otherwise  they  would  not  have  done  so.    ^Alderson, 

(a)  Not  yet  reported. 
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B. — Then,  according  to  the  role  now  contended  for,  the  Exch.  of  pieas, 

more  serious  the  offence  of  the  attorney^  the  longer  he  is  to     ^   ^^^' 

remain  on  the  roll ;  he  is  to  be  left  on  the  roll  because  he 

sets  up  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  an  indictable  offence  ?] 

No ;  but  where  the  charge  is  indictable^  it  is  incumbent  on 

the  Court  not  to  prejudice  the  case  upon  affidavit.     {AU 

derson,  B. — Suppose  nobody  prosecutes  ?]     If  the  Court 

punish  the  attorney  summarily^  the  probability  of  there 

being  no  prosecution  is  increased^  which  is  against  public 

policy.     The  defendant's  attorney  is  not  an  attorney  of 

this  Court. 

LudhWy  Serjt.^  in  support  of  the  rule^  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  never  understood  that  an  at- 
torney might  not  be  struck  off  the  roll  for  misconduct  in 
a  cause  in  which  he  was  the  attorney^  merely  because  the 
offence  imputed  to  him  was  of  such  a  nature  that  he  might 
have  been  indicted  for  it.  So  long  as  I  have  known  West- 
minster Hall^  I  never  heard  of  such  a  rule  as  that ;  but  in 
the  case  of  applications  calling  upon  an  attorney  to  answer 
the  matters  of  an  affidavit,  I  have  known  Lord  Kenyan  and 
also  Lord  EUenborough  frequently  say,  you  cannot  have  a 
rule  for  that  purpose,  because  the  misconduct  you  impute 
to  the  man  is  indictable ;  but  you  may  have  one  to  strike 
him  off  the  roll.  Now  an  attorney  who  has  been  guilty 
of  cheating  his  client,  or  the  opposite  party,  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  render  himself  indictable,  is  unfit  to  be  al- 
lowed to  remain  on  the  roll,  or  to  practise  in  any  court ; 
and  I  see  no  objection,  on  principle,  to  the  Court's  remov- 
ing him  at  once  from  it.  If,  indeed,  he  were  called  on  to 
answer  the  matters  of  an  affidavit,  he  would,  by  not  com- 
plying, be  guilty  of  a  contempt  for  which  he  might  be 
punished  by  attachment,  and  if  the  offence  imputed  to  him 
were  of  an  indictable  nature,  it  would  be  most  unjust  to 
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Exck.  of  PUat,  compel  him  to  do  so ;  for  which  reason  a  rule  to  answer  th6 

matters  of  an  afiSdavit  is  never  granted  in  such  a  case,  but 
only  a  rule  to  strike  him  off  the  roll,  which  gives  him  a  full 
opportunity  of  clearing  himself  from  the  imputation,  if  he 
can,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  does  not  compel  him  to 
criminate  himself.  There  was  a  case  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  (a),  where  a  motion  of  this  nature  was  made  by 
Sir  John  Campbell^  and  in  which  Lord  Denman  states  the 
distinction  between  applications  to  answer  the  matters  of 
an  affidavit  and  to  strike  off  the  roll,  in  the  same  manner  I 
am  now  doing;  although,  unless  that  case  is  looked  at  with 
attention,  it  might  be  taken  to  go  further,  and  be  consi- 
dered an  authority  against  this  rule :  and  the  precise  na- 
ture of  the  case  and  ground  of  the  motion  are  not  given  in 
the  report.  If,  indeed,  a  case  should  occur  where  an 
attorney  has  been  guilty  of  some  professional  misconduct 
for  which  the  Court  by  its  summary  jurisdiction  might 
compel  him  to  do  justice,  and  at  the  same  time  has  been 
guilty  of  something  indictable  in  itself,  but  not  arising 
out  of  the  cause,  the  Court  would  not  inquire  into  that 
with  a  view  of  striking  him  off  the  roll,  but  would  leave 
the  party  aggrieyed  to  his  remedy  by  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion.  I  believe  the  first  case  to  be  found  of  proceedings 
taken  by  the  Court  against  an  attorney  for  something  done 
by  him  in  the  way  of  his  profession,  is  to  be  found  in  a  case 
in  Strangers  Reports  {b),  where  an  attorney  having  received 
some  deeds  in  his  professional  capacity,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  ordered  him  to  re-deliver  the  deeds  to 
the  parties  entitled  to  them,  saying  that  they  would  oblige 
all  attomies  to  perform  any  trust  which  might  be  reposed 
in  them  in  virtue  of  the  confidence  which  the  character  of 
attorney  produced  in  the  mind  of  the  client.  Ever  since 
that  time,  applications  of  a  similar  nature  have  been  very 

(a)  Referring  to  an  anonymous  case,  5  B.  &  Ad.  1088. 
(h)  Strong  y,  Howe,  1  Stra.  621. 
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Ejteh.  qfPteM,  fittest  tribunal  to  decide  on  complaints  of  technical  mis- 

1842 

conduct^  and  to  determine  not  only  the  degree  of  severity 

which  ought  to  be  resorted  to,  but  the  proper  cases  fur 
the  exercise  of  that  mercy  which  they  are  ever  ready  to 
extend  where  they  see  just  grounds  for  it.  Now,  what  is 
the  present  case?  The  attorney  goes  down  to  the  assises 
where  his  client's  cause  has  been  put  down  in  the  list  fcur 
trial  on  a  certain  day,  on  which  he  gives  an  indemnity  toa 
witness  relied  upon  by  the  opposite  party  to  prove  some 
matter  in  the  cause,  to  save  him  harmless  if  he  will  disobey 
the  writ  of  subpoena,  and  absent  himself.  I  do  not  go  into 
the  question  of  conspiracy  which  has  been  raised  in  this 
case ;  I  treat  it  as  if  the  indemnity  were  given  to  the  wit- 
ness by  the  attorney  himself  alone — an  indemnity  which  he 
himself  admits  to  be  in  his  handwriting.  As,  however,  the 
man  is  not  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  all  we  can  do  is  to 
prohibit  his  practising  here  until  the  pleasure  of  the  Court 
in  which  he  was  admitted  shall  be  known ;  and  that  branch 
of  this  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Aldbkson,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
attorney  has  so  misconducted  himself  in  his  character  of  an 
attorney,  as  to  be  an  unfit  person  to  remain  upon  the  roIL 
I  am  by  no  means  persuaded  that  the  letters  were  not  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  defendant :  but  even  if  they  were 
not,  and  the  testimony  of  Jackson  was  immaterial,  the 
defendant's  attorney  had  no  right  to  say  who  was  or  who 
was  not  a  material  witness  for  the  plaintiff.  If  such  a 
pretext  were  admitted,  it  would  be  very  easy  for  an  attorney 
to  frame  an  excuse  for  sending  away  his  opponent's  wit* 
nesses,  and  afford  a  ready  recipe  for  obtaining  a  verdict. 
To  procure  the  absence  of  any  witness  is  gross  misconduct 
in  the  course  of  a  cause;  and  whether  he  may  be  indicted 
or  not,  in  my  mind,  makes  no  difference.  If  persons  are 
to  be  accredited  by  the  Court,  it  is  our  duty  to  watch  over 
and  control  their  conduct;  and  where  a  man  behaves  in 
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such  a  way  as  tliis  person  has  done,  he  ought  to  be  no  Bxck.  of  Pkas, 
longer  accredited.  ^    ^^^' 

GuKNET,  B. — ^There  is  a  manifest  distinction  between  a 
role  to  answer  the  matters  of  an  affidavit,  and  to  strike  an 
attorney  off  the  roll.  The  Court  will  not  punish  a  man 
hy  imprisonment  because  he  refuses  to  criminate  himself. 
The  rule  here  is  in  the  proper  form. 

BoLFS,  B. — ^Unless  there  is  some  positive  rule  to  prevent 
the  Court  firom  interfering  in  such  a  case  as  this,  it  is  our 
imperative  duty  to  do  so.  The  question  therefore  is,  whe- 
ther there  is  any  authority  to  shew  that  we  are  precluded 
from  entertaining  this  application,  because  the  offence  is 
indictable.  Upon  that  point  I  at  first  entertained  some 
doubt.  It  is  observable,  however,  that  the  simple  act 
eompUined  of  is  the  sending  of  the  witness  away ;  and  this 
IS  rendered  indictable,  simply  in  consequence  of  its  having 
been  done  in  concert  with  other  persons.  We  need  not, 
iherefiure,  necessarily  deal  with  that  portion  of  the  charge 
which  is  indictable;  but  even  were  we  compelled  to  do  so, 
I  agree  in  the  distinction  which  has  been  taken,  and  think 
we  might  entertain  this  motion.  The  only  authority  I  have 
been  able  to  find  is  a  case  in  Cowper  (a),  in  which  Lord 
Manffield  observes,  '^  that  having  been  convicted  of  felony, 
we  think  the  defendant  is  not  a  fit  person  to  be  an  at- 
torney.^' There  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  steal- 
ing a  guinea,  from  which  it  is  evident  that  it  was  not  an 
act  connected  with  his  character  of  an  attorney,  but  some- 
thing perfectly  collateral  to  it.  If  the  Court  will  interfere 
in  such  a  case,  a  fortiori  they  will  do  so  in  a  case  where 
the  misconduct  imputed  is  committed  in  the  conduct  of  a 

cause. 

Rule  absolute,  to  prohibit  the  attorney  firom 
practising  in  this  Court. 

(a)  EsparU  BroumaUf  Cowp.  829. 
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B*eh.  of  Pleatf 
1842. 

May  25.       Rawdon  andAnother^  Assigneesof  Woodhou8e,aBankrupt, 

V.  Wentworth,  Esq.,  and  Sykes. 

In  trover  by  as-  X  ROVER  by  the  assigness  of  John  Woodhouse,  a  bank- 
bMiknipt  ^  rupt.  The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  that  the  plaintiffs 
Sff^'th  \^tt*^*"  ^^^  ^^^  assignees  according  to  the  statutes  in  force  con- 
juttified  under  cerning  bankrupts,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.;  secondly, 
covered  in  thia  that  the  plaintiffs  wcrc  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  goods 
faciM  issued  ^^^  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and 
thereon,  and  a  fonn,  &c. ;  thirdly,  not  guilty ;  and  fourthly,  a  plea  setting 
the  Bat.  The  forth  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  bankrupt  Wood- 
a  sale  of  the  housc  by  the  defendant  Sykes,  in  an  action  of  debt  in  this 
SlJtvcrri^^^"  Court,  on  the  10th  March,  1841,  a  fieri  facias  thereon, 
that  it  was  be-    directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Yorkshire,  indorsed  to  levy  J6181 

fore  the  fiat,  ,  /.  ,        ,   i      , 

and  alleged  that  for  debt,  &c.,  and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant 
the  8eisu^,^s.,  Wcntworth,  as  sheriff  of  Yorkshire :  by  virtue  of  which 
CTedttOT^haTno  ^^  ^^  cxccution,  the  defendant  Wentworth,  so  being  such 
notice  of  any      sheriff,  and  the  other  defendant  Sykes  as  his  servant  and 

prior  act  of  , 

bankruptcy.       by  his  Command,  afterwards,  and  before  the  date  and  issu- 

ttaredf  ^h^,  be-  ^^g  of  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  against  the  said  John  Wood- 
ibre  thejudg-     j^^^g   ^^^j^  gjg  ^^  ^^   ^^  ^^^  29th  March,  1841,  seized 

ment  was  re-  '  '  '  '  ' 

covered,  the       the  Said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 

bankrupt  made 

his  warrant  of  they  then  being  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  bank- 
thorisi^ng  cer-  ''^P^  Johu  Woodhousc ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same 
tain  attornies      ^^y  gj^j  ygar  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  the  sheriff  as 

to  appear  for  •^  "^  ^  . 

him  and  receive  such,  and  the  Said  Other  defendant  as  his  servant  and  by 
debt  at  the  suit  bis  Command,  duly  sold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  towards 

of  S.y  and  there- 
upon to  confess 
such  action,  or 

else  to  suffer  judgment  by  nil  dicit,  or  otherwise,  to  pass  against  him  in  such  action,  to  be  forth- 
with entered  up  against  him  of  record  ;  it  then  averred  that  the  judgment  in  the  plea  mentioned 
was  had  and  obtained  on  the  said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  that  it  was  given  by  way  of  fraudu- 
lent preference.  The  rejoinder  only  denied  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  by  way  of 
fraudulent  preference ;  and  the  jury  found  this  issue  for  the  defendants  i^Held,  that  the  plain - 
tiffii  were  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  it  being  admitted  on  the  record  that  the 
Judgment  was  obtained  on  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which  Would  only  authorize  a  judgment  by 
confession,  nil  dicit,  or  other  default,  and  therefore  that  the  case  was  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
a.  108,  and  the  execution  was  not  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  29. 
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B*eh.  of  Pleatf 
1842. 

May  25.       Rawdon  and  Another^  Assigneesof  Woodhouse^  aBankrupt, 

V,  Wentworth,  Esq.,  and  Sykes. 

In  trover  by  as-  X  ROVER  by  the  assigness  of  John  Woodhouse,  a  bank- 
banknipt  ^  rupt.  The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  that  the  plaintiff!^ 
ri?*"hVutter*'  ^^^  ^^^  assignees  according  to  the  statutes  in  force  con- 
justified  under  ceming  bankrupts,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  secondly, 

a  judgment  re- 
covered in  this    that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  goods 

fiidM  issued  ^^^  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and 
thereon,  and  a  fonn,  &c. ;  thirdly,  not  guilty ;  and  fourthly,  a  plea  setting 
the  fiat.  The  forth  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  bankrupt  Wood- 
a  sale  of  the  house  by  the  defendant  Sykes,  in  an  action  of  debt  in  this 
S^veiriS^"  Court,  on  the  10th  March,  1841,  a  fieri  facias  thereon, 
that  it  was  be-    directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Yorkshire,  indorsed  to  levy  £181 

fore  the  fiat,  '  "^ 

and  aUeged  that  for  debt,  &c.,  and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant 

the  seisure,  s.,  Wcutworth,  as  sheriff  of  Yorkshire :  by  virtue  of  which 

credit^T'had'no  ^*  ^^  execution,  the  defendant  Wentworth,  so  being  such 

notice  of  any  sheriff,  and  the  other  defendant  Sykes  as  his  servant  and 

prior  act  of  . 

bankruptcy.       by  his  Command,  afterwards,  and  before  the  date  and  issu- 

ttatedf  ^h^,  be-  ^^S  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  bankruptcy  against  the  said  John  Wood- 
fore  thejudg.     J^Q^gg   ^^^^j^  gj^  ^   ^^   ^^  ^j^   29th  March,  1841,  seised 

ment  was  re-  '  '  '  '  ' 

covered,  the       the  Said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 

bankrupt  made 

his  warrant  of  they  then  being  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  bank- 
thorisi^ng  ccr-  ''^P^  Johu  Woodhousc ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  same 
uin  attorniea      ^y  gj^^j  yg^r  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  the  sheriff  as 

to  appear  for  "^  "^  ^  '. 

him  and  receive  such,  and  the  said  Other  defendant  as  his  servant  and  by 
debt  at  the  suit  l^s  Command,  duly  sold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  towards 

of  S.,  and  there- 
upon to  confess 
such  action,  or 

else  to  suffer  judgment  by  nil  dicit,  or  otherwise,  to  pass  against  him  in  such  action,  to  be  forth- 
with entered  up  against  him  of  record ;  it  then  averred  that  the  judgment  in  the  plea  mentioned 
was  had  and  obtained  on  the  said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  that  it  was  given  by  way  of  fraudu- 
lent preference.  The  rejoinder  only  denied  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  by  way  of 
fraudulent  preference ;  and  the  jury  found  this  issue  for  the  defendants  :-^Held,  that  the  plaln- 
tiffii  were  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  it  being  admitted  on  the  record  that  the 
Judgment  was  obtained  on  the  warrant  of  attorney,  which  would  only  authorize  a  judgment  by 
confession,  nil  dicit,  or  other  default,  and  therefore  that  the  case  was  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16, 
a.  108,  and  the  execution  was  not  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  29. 
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Breh.  rf  Pieoif  judgment  in  the  said  plea  mentioned^  and  therein  alleged 
*  ^  to  have  been  recovered  by  the  said  Joseph  Sykes  against 
Rawdon  the  said  John  Woodhouse,  was  had  and  obtained  on  the 
Wbntworth.  said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  that  the  said  warrant  of  at- 
torney, just  before  the  recovering  of  the  said  judgment,  to 
wit,  on  &c.,  was  given  by  the  said  John  Woodhouse  to  the 
said  Joseph  Sykes,  by  way  of  a  fraudulent  preference  of 
the  said  Joseph  Sykes. — ^Verification. 

Rejoinder,  that  the  said  warrant  of  attorney  in  the  repli- 
cation mentioned  was  not  given  by  the  said  John  Wood- 
house  to  the  said  Joseph  Sykes  by  way  of  a  fraudulent 
preference  of  the  said  Joseph  Sykes,  in  manner  and  form, 
&c. ;  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes 
for  Yorkshire,  1841,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants 
on  the  fourth  issue,  and  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  other 
issues. 

In  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  CressweU  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto, on  the  fourth  issue,  on  the  ground  that  the  execution 
mentioned  in  the  plea  being  admitted  by  the  rejoinder  to 
be  founded  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  and  the  sale  not  being 
alleged  to  have  been  antecedent  to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat, 
the  defendants  were  not  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29 : 
WhUmore  v.  Robertson  {a).  At  the  sittings  in  Michaelmas 
vacation  (Dec.  2), 

Dundas  and  Addison  shewed  cause. — ^The  authority  of 
Wfdtmore  v.  Robertson  is  not  now  disputed.  But  in  order 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  108th  section  of  the  6  Qeo.  4, 
c.  16,  and  to  prevent  the  application  of  the  2  &  3  Vict, 
c.  29,  it  must  appear  to  have  been  a  judgment  obtained 
''  by  default,  confession,  or  nil  dicit.'*  Now  here  the  plea 
merely  states  a  judgment  recovered,  without  saying  in  what 

(•)  8  M.  &  W.  463. 
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Bteh.  of  PUat,  qut  judgment  in  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my 

-     brothers  Gumey  and  BoJfe,  and  myself,  was,  whether  we 

Rawdon      ought  to  direct  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiflb, 

Wbntworth.    notwithstanding  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendants  ou 

the  issue  arising  out  of  the  fourth  plea. 

By  the  fourth  plea,  the  defendants  justified  under  a 
judgment  recovered  on  the  10th  March,  1841,  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  issued  thereon,  and  a 
seizure  before  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  on  which  the  plain- 
tiffs' title  depends.  The  plea  also  stated  a  sale  of  the 
goods  seized,  without  adding  an  averment  that  the  sale 
was  anterior  to  the  fiat :  but  averred,  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  seizure  under  the  writ  of  fieri  facias,  Sykes,  the  execution 
creditor,  had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy. 
'  The  replication  to  this  plea  stated,  that  before  the  said 
judgment  was  recovered,  the  execution  debtor  made  his 
warrant  of  attorney,  authorizing  certain  attornies  to  ap- 
pear for  him,  and  to  receive  a  declaration  in  debt  at  the 
suit  of  Sykes,  and  thereupon  to  confess  such  action,  or 
else  to  suffer  judgment  by  nil  dicit,  or  otherwise,  to  pass 
against  him  in  such  action,  to  be  thereupon  forthwith 
entered  against  him  of  record ;  and  it  then  averred,  that 
the  judgment  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  had  and  obtained 
on  the  said  warrant  of  attorney.  It  also  averred,  that  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  given  by  w^y  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference. 

The  rejoinder  only  denied  that  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  so  given  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference;  and  this 
issue  has  been  found  for  the  defendants. 

Upon  consideration  of  these  pleadings,  and  of  the  fSeu^ 
now  admitted  on  the  record,  we  think  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  Court,  in  the  late  case  of  Whitmore  v.  Robertson, 
has  decided  (and  we  see  no  ground  to  doubt  the  correct- 
ness of  that  decision)  that  an  execution  levied  by  seizure 
before  the  fiat,  where  the  sale  is  not  prior  to  the  fiat,  is 
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1842. 

jiiay  27.  Harding  t;.  Hall  and  Others. 

The  tequestra-    JJeBT  for  money  had  and  received,  for  interest,  and  on 

tor  of  a  bene-  ,       -r.,  .     i  i  .  /«• 

fice,  appointed  an  aocount  stated.  Pleas — ^nunquam  mdebitatus,  set-off, 
unde/a  writ^of  ^^^  payment.  At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last 
fod^^Tinic  York  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought 
mere  bailiff  or  against  the  defendants  as  the  assignees  of  Francis  Iveson, 
bUhop,  and  has  who  had  been  appointed  by  the  Archbishop  of  York,  in 
wt  in^thlTpro^  *^®  7^^  1833,  Sequestrator  of  the  rectory  of  Lockington, 
*hi  'hi'^"^  *"'  ^  *^**  county,  in  respect  of  two  judgment  debts  due  to 
maintun  an  ac-  him  from  the  incumbcut,  the  Bey.  Francis  Lundy,  amount* 
against  a  party  ing  to  £4500.  Ivcsou  appointed  one  Cornelius  Collett 
J^^Ji^jJ*"J^'jJJj  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits :  in  1834  Iveson  became 

bankrupt,  and  the  defendants  were  appointed  his  assig- 
nees ;  and  Collett  had  since  paid  over  to  them  the  entire 
firuits  of  the  benefice.  In  December,  1836,  Mr.  Lundy 
entered  into  a  deed  of  composition  with  his  creditors, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  and  two  other  persons  were  named 
as  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and  the  other 
creditors,  Lundy  agreeing  to  allow  judgment  to  be  signed 
against  him  in  this  Court  for  j£1500,  besides  damages  and 
costs,  and  they  agreeing  not  to  issue  execution  against  his 
person.  Judgment  was  entered  up  accordingly,  and  a 
second  writ  of  sequestrari  facias  issued  thereon,  under 
which  the  plaintiff  was,  on  the  9th  January,  1839,  ap- 
pointed sequestrator  of  the  same  rectory  of  Lockington. 
This  sequestration  was  duly  published  on  the  13th  Jan- 
uary; and  on  the  13th  February  notice  thereof  was 
served  on  the  defendants  and  Collett,  and  that  they  were 
discharged  from  further  receiving  the  profits  of  the  rectory 
under  Iveson's  sequestration.  Iveson  died  on  the  8rd 
March,  1840.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  firom 
the  defendants  the  sum  of  1690/.  \2s.  fid.,  consisting 
of  the  amount  received  by  them  from  the  profits  of  the 
rectory  since  the  13th  January,  1839,  and  ako  of  an  al- 
leged excess  beyond  the  amount  of  the  debts  due  to  Ive- 
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Bsck.qfPie(u,  mainder  of  the  profits  ^^Jbr  yourself/*  is  also  relied  onj 

but  it  is  evident  from  the  concluding  clause,  which  provides 
that  the  sequestrator  shall  render  to  the  bishop  '^  a  true 
and  just  account  of  what  he  shall  receive  in  this  behalf 
during  the  sequestration,  and  until  the  same  shall  be  re- 
leased/' that  for  all  these  matters  he  is  to  be  accountable 
to  the  bishop,  whose  bailiff  he  is.  Accordingly,  he  may  be 
dismissed,  and  required  to  render  his  accounts  at  a  mo- 
ment's notice.  This  appears  from  the  form  of  a  relaxation 
given  in  Gibson's  Codex,  vol.  2,  p.  1497.  The  bishop, 
under  a  writ  of  sequestrari  facias,  is  only  an  ecclesiastical 
sheriff,  and  the  sequestrator  is  his  steward  or  bailiff. — 
The  Court  then  called  on 

Baines,  Addison,  and  J.Henderson,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
— ^There  is  a  great  difference  between  the  character  of  a 
sequestrator  and  that  of  an  ordinary  bailiflf,  who  is  merely 
to  receive  the  profits  and  hand  them  over  to  his  prindpaL 
A  sequestrator  has,  as  well  at  common  law  as  by  statute, 
a  much  more  extensive  authority.  He  has  an  interest 
coupled  with  his  agency.  He  is  personally  bound  to  pro- 
vide for  the  charges  on  the  living,  for  repairs  and  other 
outgoings  of  a  similar  nature  :  fVkinfield  v.  Waikins  {a) ; 
and  also,  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  106,  for  payment  of  the  curate's  stipend.  For  these 
purposes  he  must  be  invested  with  far  greater  powers  to 
raise  the  necessary  funds  than  an  ordinary  bailiff.  These 
duties  and  liabilities  create  in  him  an  interest  in  his  cha- 
racter of  sequestrator,  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  maintain 
this  action,  independently  of  his  own  personal  interest  to 
receive  the  residue  to  his  own  use.  An  administrator  for 
limited  purposes,  who  stands  very  much  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  a  sequestrator,  was  formerly  considered  as  a  mere 
bailiff,  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  sue  in  his  own  name; 

(a)  2  Phillim,  1. 
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but  it  is  now  held  that  he  may  do  so :  Williams  on  Exe-  Bxek.ofPi€ai, 
cutors,  310.     He  is  a  party  filling  a  mere  fiduciary  cha- 
racter,  and  not  having  the  power^  in  some  cases^  even  of 
distributing  the  assets ;  yet  his  interest  is  considered  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose  of  suing  debtors  to  the  estate.    And 
the  general  rule  of  law  is^  that  wherever  liabilities  or  active 
duties  are  imposed  upon  a  party  in  any  particular  cha- 
«cter,  the  Courts  invest  him  with  the  necessary  means  of 
guarding  himself  against  those  liabilities^  and  performing 
those  duties.     Thus^  churchwardens^  who  are  authorized 
to  distribute,  may  sue  their  predecessors :  Astle  v.  7%o- 
mas  (a) ;   so  may  surveyors  of  highways  :  Heudebourck  v. 
Langton  {b) :   so,  an  auctioneer,  \^ho  is  known  to  be  the 
mere  agent  of  the  vendor,  may  sue  a  buyer  for  the  price 
of  the  goods  sold,  because  he  has  an  interest  coupled  with 
his  agency.  [PorA^,  B. — It  is  rather  because  he  is  the  per- 
scMi  who  makes  the  contract.]  In  tVilliams  v.  MUlington  (c), 
the  Court  put  it  on  the  ground  of  his  having  an  interest. 
In  Pack  V.  Tarpley  {d),  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  lays  it  down 
that  a  sequestrator  may  let  the.  lands.     That  is  a  power 
which  is  not  possessed  by  a  bailiff;  Bac.  Abr.,  Bailiff;  and 
for  such  a  purpose  he  must  have  an  interest.     [Alderson, 
B. — Can  he  let  the  land  in  his  own  name  ?    The  rector 
has  an  interest  notwithstanding  the  sequestration:  Walwyn 
V.  Awberry  («).]     If  he  cannot  let  in  his  own  name,  but  is 
obliged  to  use  the  incumbent's,  how  can  he  insure  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  for  the  purpose  of  the  sequestration  ? 
[Alderson,  B. — The  Ecclesiastical  Court  will  prevent  the 
incumbent  from  interfering.   The  situation  of  the  seques- 
trator is  like  that  of  a  receiver  in  Chancery.    Bolfef  B. — In 
the  case  of  a  receiver,  all  that .  the  Court  will  do  is  to  pre- 
vent any  party  in  the  cause  from  interfering.]     He  has 
greater  power  than  a  mere  ordinary  receiver ;  he  is  also 

(a)2B.&Cr.271;3D.&R.492.      (d)  9Ad.&E.468;  1P.&D.478. 
(b)  10  B.  &  Cr.  546.  {e)  1  Mod.  258. 

{e)  1  H.  Bl.  81. 
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Sxch.  rf  Pleat,  a  bursar^  and  is  to  make  distribution  of  the  funds.  In 
1842.  Calder  y.  Ross  {a),  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that 
such  a  clause  in  the  sequestration  would  give  the  receiver 
authority  to  act  as  the  owner  of  the  estate  would.  [Parke, 
B. — ^That  case  went  on  a  mere  speculation  as  to  what  was 
the  law  in  Scotland,  and  the  powers  with  which  the  party 
was  invested  by  it.]  A  bishop's  sequestrator  has  been 
admitted  to  sue  in  the  Exchequer  for  tithes;  Bishop  of 
London  and  Beaumont  v.  NichoUs  [b) ;  and  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  for  an  account  against  a  previous  sequestrator : 
Cuddington  v.  Withy  (c).  In  that  case  he  is  treated  as  a 
trustee.  So,  he  may  be  made  a  defendant  in  both  those 
Courts :  Jones  v.  Barrett  (d).  He  may  also  be  sued  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court:  Whinfield  v.  Watkins;  Hubbard  v. 
Bedford  {e).  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Those  are  proceed- 
ings by  the  bishop  in  his  own  Court  against  his  own 
agent.]  Again,  a  sequestrator  is  not  removable  by  the 
bishop  at  will,  but  only  for  good  cause :  see  the  Report  of 
the  Commissioners  on  Ecclesiastical  Courts  (1832),  p.  58. 
According  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Barrett,  the  bishop  is  to 
be  a  party  to  the  suit  with  the  sequestrator ;  but  if  he 
were  a  mere  bailiff,  without  interest,  he  should  not  have 
been  a  party  to  the  suit  at  all.  The  cases  referred  to, 
moreover,  were  cases  of  a  sequestration  during  the  vacancy 
of  the  living ;  this  is  a  sequestration  for  a  totally  different 
purpose — ^to  manage  and  distribute  the  funds  arising  from 
the  benefice.  The  sequestrator  is  constructively  in  pos- 
session from  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the  writ,  and 
the  profits  are  bound  from  that  time,  as  the  goods  from  the 
delivery  of  a  fi.  fa.  to  the  sheriff:  Bennett  v.  Apperley  (/) ; 
Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  Black  {g).  Now,  the  sheriff,  after  the 
delivery  of  the  writ  to  him,  might  recover  the  goods  in 

(o)  1  Barnard.  (K.  B.)  198.  («?)  1  Hagg.  C.  R.  307. 

(b)  Bunb.  141.  (/)  6  B.  &  Cr.  630. 

(c)  2  Swanst.  174.  {g)  3  Campb.  447. 

(d)  Bunb.  192. 
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JBjrc*.  of  PieaSf  not  necessary  to  maintain  this  action :  Spry  v.  Emperor  (a). 

Lightly  v.  Clouston  {b). 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ob- 
tained in  this  case  must  be  dischiirged.  It  has  been  argued 
with  very  great  ability,  and  I  confess  that  the  argument  of  Mr. 
Baines  has  satisfied  me  that  we  cannot  put  this  case  on  the 
ground  that  the  analogy  between  the  bailiff  and  the  bishop's 
sequestrator  holds  throughout ;  it  certainly  does  not,  for 
the  sequestrator  is  authorized  to  do  many  things  which  a 
bailiff  is  not  authorized  to  do.  But  the  authority  of  the 
sequestrator  only  extends  to  the  matters  which  by  the 
levari  facias  the  bishop  is  directed  to  execute ;  he  is  the 
agent  of  the  bishop  for  those  purposes.  Now,  this  analogy 
will  hold  without  any  difficulty:  that  as  the  courts  q£ 
common  law  treat  the  sheriff  as  the  only  person  responsi- 
ble for  the  performance  of  the  duties  prescribed  by  the 
writ  directed  to  him,  so  they  also  treat  the  bishop  as  the 
only  person  responsible  for  the  execution  of  the  levari 
facias ;  and  upon  a  sequestration  sued  out  upon  a  levari 
facias,  which  is  only  the  bishop  directing  his  own  agent  to 
do  all  that  which  the  Court  has  ordered  him  to  do,  the 
Court  considers  the  bishop  as  the  person  in  possession  by 
his  servant  or  agent,  to  act  for  him  in  all  things,  and  to 
do  and  perform  all  the  functions  which  by  the  writ  he  is 
called  upon  to  do.  For  instance,  by  the  writ  of  elegit,  the 
sheriff  is  directed  to  take  possession  of  the  land,  and  to 
hand  it  over  to  the  creditor :  the  sheriff  does  not  take  pos^ 
session  manually,  he  does  it  by  his  agent  the  bailiff;  yet 
he  is  regarded  by  the  Court  as  being  in  possession,  and  is 
the  party  who  is  held  responsible.  In  like  manner,  when 
the  writ  of  levari  facias  commands  the  bishop  to  enter  into 
the  living,  and  to  sequestrate  and  take  possession  of  it,  and 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  639.  (b)  1  Taunt.  112. 
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Bxek.qfPUMa,  The  Tery  object  of  appointing  an  administrator  durante 

minore  setate,  is,  that  he  should  do  all  those  things  which 
a  full  administrator  might  do,  or  the  minor,  if  he  were  of 
age.  I  think,  therefore,  that  that  casefails  to  furnish  any 
analogy  to  the  present. 

It  is  then  said,  that  the  rectory  is  in  the  possession  of 
the  sequestrator.  Now  the  rectory  is  in  the  possession  of 
the  bishop ;  and  when  the  bishop  has  appointed  his  seques* 
trator  to  take  that  possession,  and  to  do  what  the  bishqp 
himself  is  called  upon  to  do,  if  another  levari  fadas  issue  to 
the  bishop,  and  he  appoints  another  agent  to  act  under  it 
in  like  manner  as  the  first,  it  is  clear  that  this  second  ageut 
has  no  authority  to  act  until  the  first  writ  has  been  satis-* 
fied.  The  whole  property  is  taken  under  the  first  writ ; 
and  while  that  is  existing,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  second 
sequestrator  has  any  other  interest  than  to  call  upon  the 
bishop  to  make  his  return  to  the  first ;  and  if,  after  that 
is  satisfied,  there  is  a  balance  in  his  hands,  he  hands  it 
over  to  the  creditor  who  makes  the  application.  Here, 
however,  Iveson,  the  first  sequestrator,  died :  and  the  plain« 
tiff  says,  that  since  his  death  the  defendants  have  received 
without  any  authority.  But  it  is  very  questionable  whe* 
ther  his  death  put  an  end  to  the  first  writ :  I  take  it  that 
there  was  no  legitimate  mode  of  stopping  the  sequestration, 
until  the  bishop  had  made  a  return  to  it.  It  appears  that 
the  defendants  have  received  the  rents  by  means  of  the 
same  agent  who  received  them  during  Iveson's  lifetime; 
and  we  do  not  know  with  certainty  whether  the  other 
sequestration  is  satisfied.  Suppose  a  motion  were  made  by 
the  creditors  under  the  first  execution  for  a  return  of  the 
writ  of  levari  facias,  and  the  bishop  made  the  return, 
and  it  should  appear  the  debt  was  not  satisfied,  but  that 
Iveson  was  dead;  would  it  not  be  his  duty  to  appoint  an« 
other  sequestrator  ?  How,  then,  can  we  take  notice  thai 
the  first  writ  is  at  an  end,  unless  some  return  be  made  to 
it  ?    It  may  be,  if  the  sequestrator  is  actually  in  possession 
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Exch.  of  pteat,  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  certain  profits  of  a 
livingi  which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendants  at  dif- 
ferent times.  It  appears  that  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Iveson  was  the  sequestrator  under  an  execution  at  his  suit^ 
on  two  different  judgments.  He  employed  a  person  of  the 
name  of  CoUett  to  receive  the  profits  of  the  living  under 
the  sequestration.  Iveson  became  bankrupt^  and  his  as- 
signees still  continued  CoUett  in  their  employ,  to  receive 
the  profits  of  the  living.  Iveson  afterwards  died,  the  as- 
signees still  continuing,  through  the  agency  of  Collett,  to 
receive  the  profits  of  the  living :  and  they  are  now  called 
upon  to  pay  over  the  whole  of  these  profits  which  have  been 
received  by  CoUett ;  those  which  came  to  their  hands  while 
Iveson  was  sequestrator,  those  received  after  his  bank- 
ruptcy, and  those  received  since  the  death  of  Iveson,  by 
the  assignees,  by  the  agency  of  CoUett.  If  there  were  any 
portion  of  those  profits  which  could  be  the  subject  of  an 
action  by  the  sequestrator,  I  was  wrong  in  directing  a  non- 
suit. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  difficulty  whatever  in  the 
case,  except  in  regard  of  that  portion  of  the  profits  which 
have  been  received  by  the  assignees,  after  the  determina- 
tion of  the  sequestratorship  to  Iveson  by  his  death. 
There  is  no  doubt  what  the  character  of  a  sequestrator  is, 
and  that  it  is  one  that  cannot  pass  to  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns ;  and  therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  as  to  that  portion  of  the  tithes  received 
by  the  assignees  since  the  death  of  Iveson,  I  ought  not  to 
have  directed  a  nonsuit,  but  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  other  questions  in  the  cause. 

But  it  appears  to  me,  that  even  for  that  portion  of  the 
profits  of  the  Hving  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover;  for  the 
right  which  the  sequestratorship  gave  him  involves  no  in- 
terest whatever.  Let  us  consider  what  the  right  of  the  se- 
questrator is.  When  a  judgment  is  obtained  against  a 
spiritual  person,  a  levari  facias  issues  to  the  bishop,  and  he 
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is  commanded,  as  in  this  case, ''  to  enter  into  the  rectory  Rteh.  of  pieat, 
and  parish  church  of  Lockington,  and  take  and  sequester     ^    ^^^'  , 
the  same  into  his  possession,  and  hold  the  same  in  his  pos-      Harding 

mm 

session  until  he  shall  have  levied  the  debt  and  damages,  Hall. 
costs  and  chaises,  out  of  the  rents,  tithes,  oblations,  ob- 
Tentions,  fruits,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  and  other  ec- 
deaiastical  goods  in  his  diocese,''  and  so  forth.  Therefore 
the  command  is  to  the  bishop  to  enter  and  take  possession 
of  the  living ;  and  the  bishop  appoints  a  sequestrator  to 
make  such  entry.  Then  the  publication  of  the  sequestra- 
tion takes  place :  and  the  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of 
this  delegation  by  the  bishop?  The  effect  clearly  is,  to  take 
the  possession  out  of  the  rector,  and  to  place  it  in  some 
person  in  lieu  of  the  rector.  In  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Morgan 
V.  Bbick,  it  was  decided  that,  after  the  publication,  the 
right  of  ejectment  by  the  rector  is  taken  away ;  therefore 
I  assume  that  the  possession  is  vested  in  some  other  per- 
son :  and  the  question  is,  who  is  the  person  so  put  into 
possession?  It  is  the  bishop,  according  to  the  terms  of 
this  writ,  and  nobody  else.  He  directs  the  sequestrator  to 
act  for  him ;  and  though  clothed  with  duties  higher  than 
those  an  ordinary  bailiff  has, — for  he  has  undoubtedly  some 
things  to  do,  by  consent  of  the  bishop,  different  from  the  du- 
ties of  the  sheriff's  bailiff, — still  in  point  of  law  he  is  the 
servant  of  the  bishop,  and  has  no  interest  at  all  in  any  of  the 
profits  of  the  living,  but  is  acting  merely  as  a  receiver.  That, 
as  it  appears  to  me,  is  the  character  of  the  sequestrator,  and 
that  is  the  character  which  he  appears  to  have  had  according 
to  the  cases.  Thus,  according  to  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Barrett, 
the  sequestrator,  having  no  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  liv- 
ing, cannot  alone  file  a  bill  for  tithes,  or  for  the  profits  of 
the  rectory,  but  the  bishop  is  the  proper  person  to  do  so. 
There  is  no  authority  whatever  to  shew  that  the  sequestra- 
tor has  any  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  living.  A  case 
was  cited  from  Bamardiston's  Reports,  of  Colder  v.  Iloss, 
which  was  ingeniously  made  use  of  by  Mr.  Baines,  in  his 
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Kxch,  of  Pleat,  able  argument,  to  shew  that  if  the  party  have  authority,  not 

merely  to  receive  but  to  distribute,  he  has  an  interest  in 
the  subject  of  the  sequestration,  and  may  support  the 
action.  But  the  case  is  no  authority  for  that  position  :  it 
is  only  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  as  to  what  the 
Scotch  law  probably  was  in  the  case  of  the  sequestration 
of  the  effects  of  a  convicted  traitor ;  and  he  gave  an  opin- 
ion, that  if  it  was  only  to  collect,  in  that  case  he  would  have 
no  interest,  but  if  it  was  to  distribute  amongst  the  differ- 
ent creditors,  without  rendering  any  account  to  the  Court, 
it  gave  him  a  title  to  recover.  It  is  not  intended  to  be 
laid  down  as  a  general  proposition  of  law,  that  if  a  person 
is  appointed  a  receiver,  where  there  may  be  conferred 
upon  him  an  authority,  not  merely  to  receive  but  also  to 
distribute,  that  would  give  him  an  interest  in  the  estate. 
The  case  cannot  be  carried  to  that  extent :  and  there  is 
no  other  authority  for  saying  that  a  sequestrator  has  an 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  sequestration. 

Then,  it  was  contended,  that  this  was  like  the  case  of  an 
administrator.  But  his  authority  is  founded  on  the  statute 
of  31  Edw.  3,  st.  1,  c.  11,  which  expressly  states  that  the  or- 
dinary is  to  depute  persons,  who  are  to  have  actions  to  reco- 
ver debts  due  to  a  deceased  intestate.  That  gives  an  interest, 
by  the  very  words  of  the  statute,  in  all  the  personal  effects  of 
the  deceased,  and  takes  them  out  of  the  bishop  and  vests 
them  in  the  administrator.  It  is  by  an  express  law,  there- 
fore, that  an  administrator  has  an  interest  in  the  effects  of 
the  intestate.  Therefore,  even  as  to  that  portion  of  the  pro- 
fits of  the  living  that  may  be  said  to  be  analogous  to  the 
case  put  in  the  argument,  of  the  tithe  grower  having  set 
out  tithes,  and  the  intervention  of  a  stranger  to  take  them 
away,  I  am  compelled  by  the  authorities,  and  by  the 
nature  of  the  case,  to  say  that  no  right  of  action  would 
exist  in  the  sequestrator.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  right 
would  be  in  somebody  else,  either  in  the  rector  or  the  ordi- 
nary,  probably  in  the  ordinary,  since,  according  to  the  case  of 


TKINITT   TEBMj   6  VICT.  6S 

Doe  T.  Bbick,  the  effect  of  the  sequestration  is  to  put  the  AwA.  qf  PUaa^ 
nc^m  out  of  possessicm ;  and  then  it  follows  that  the  ordi-    ^  ^^^*   . 
nary  is  in  possession,  in  virtue  of  the  writ  by  which  he  is      Hakdino 
required  to  take  possession.    Then  I  consider  that  the  se-       Hall. 
questrator  is  the  mere  senrant  a!  the  ordinary,  and  subject 
to  his  authority. 

The  cases  that  have  been  cited  from  the  Ecclesiastical 
Reports,  of  the  sequestrat(»r  being  called  upon  to  account  in 
the  Courts  of  the  ordinary,  for  not 'performing  his  duties, 
are  to  be  explained  on  the  ground  that  there  the  ordinary 
was  calling  his  own  officer  to  account  for  not  performing 
the  duties  he  had  undertaken  to  do,  he  having  received  a 
warrantto  act  upon  his  mandate. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  action  cannot 
be  sustained,  and  therefore  that  the  nonsuit  was  right. 

Ajldsbson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  this  case 
the  defendants  are  in  possession  of  certain  profits  of  a 
living,  and  the  question  is  to  whom  they  are  accountable. 
The  living  is  under  sequestration  by  the  authority  of  a 
writ  of  levari  fecias  directed  to  the  bishop.  The  bishop 
is  directed  thereby  to  take  possession  of  the  rectory. 
Wheth^  the  taking  possession  of  the  rectory,  under  the 
writ  of  levari  facias  by  the  bishop,  ousts  the  interest  of  the 
rector  or  not,  is  not  material  to  be  decided.  If  the  rector 
remains  in  possession,  cadit  qusestio ;  if  the  bishop  is  in 
possession  under  the  first  sequestration,  then  he  remains  in 
possession,  and  in  neither  case  can  the  second  sequestra- 
tor have  any  right  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  profits, 
or  for  money  had  and  received. 

But  I  think  the  sequestrator  is  also  the  mere  bailiff  or 
receiver,  deputed  to  do  certain  duties  which  as  an  ordinary 
bailiff  of  the  sheriff  he  would  not  do,  but  still  essentially  the 
mere  bailiff  or  steward  of  the  bishop,  who  is  in  possession  of 
the  rectory;  and  therefore  that  he  cannot  maintain  this 
action. 
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Bxck.qfPUa9p      RoLFB,  B, — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.    The 

question  is,  whether  there  is  anything  to  take  this  case  out 
of  the  ordinary  principle  of  law,  which  will  not  permit  a 
person  in  the  character  of  bailiff  to  maintain  an  action : 
whether  there  is  anything  peculiar  in  the  character  of  a 
sequestrator  that  can  make  a  different  principle  applicable 
to  him.  I  can  see  nothing,  either  in  principle  or  authority,  to 
warrant  us  in  coming  to  any  such  conclusion.  He  seema 
to  me  to  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  bailiff.  When 
the  writ  goes  to  the  bishop,  and  he  appoints  a  sequestrator^ 
the  latter  gives  a  bond  to  the  bishop  for  faithfully  account- 
ing, and  causing  the  duties,  and  all  divine  offices  and  other 
requisites  to  be  performed.  He  is  appointed  entirely  on 
the  terms  of  a  mere  bailiff  or  servant  acting  under  the 
bishop.  The  terms  of  the  bond  shew  to  what  extreme  dif- 
ficulty it  would  give  rise,  if  any  such  action  as  this  could 
be  maintained :  for  it  would  open,  in  the  temporal  Courts, 
the  question  whether  or  not  monies  that  had  been  sup- 
plied for  the  performance  and  discharge  of  divine  offices 
and  other  requisites,  had  been  properly  so  applied ;  whe- 
ther matters  of  that  sort,  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance,  had 
been  duly  performed,  according  to  the  duty  the  sequestra- 
tor had  to  fulfil.  It  was  pressed  in  the  argument,  that 
there  were  several  instances  of  suits  by  sequestrators,  or 
against  them,  in  courts  of  equity ;  but  in  all  those  cases 
the  bishop  was  joined.  It  was  stated  that  the  bishop  must 
be  joined,  in  order  to  make  the  suits  sustainable,  for  with- 
out him  the  suit  would  be  demurrable;  and  the  only  ano- 
maly that  exists  is,  that  the  ordinary  rule  is  departed  from, 
and  the  agent  is  made  a  party  concurrently  with  the  prin- 
cipal. It  is  not  necessary  to  speculate  what  was  the  origin 
of  that :  we  know  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  in  early 
times  intimately  connected  with  ecclesiastical  history,  and  it 
might  have  been  thought  fit  to  make  the  agent  the  acting 
party.  Sut  the  case  that  was  cited  from  Swanston's  Re- 
ports, of  Cuddington  v.  Withy,  seems  to  prove  exactly  the 
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contrary  of  the  proposition  wUch  has  been  contended  for,  M*ck.o/  Pieas, 
that  the  sequestrator  can  maintain  an  action.  In  that 
case  the  suit  was  instituted  by  a  subsequent  judgment 
creditor,  and  was  filed  against  the  previous  incumbrancers, 
the  bishop,  and  the  prior  sequestrator,  for  an  account.  It 
all^;ed  the  issuing  of  the  former  sequestration,  and  that  the 
sequestrator  had  obtained  more  than  sufficient  to  perform 
all  the  conditions  of  his  bond.  Now  there  is  no  principle 
more  clearly  recognised  in  Courts  of  Equity  than  this — 
that  the  cestui  que  trust  never  can  proceed  without- joining 
with  him  his  trustee ;  and  therefore  the  absence  of  the 
second  sequestrator  in  this  suit  shews  clearly  that  the 
Court  did  not  consider  him  as  a  trustee,  or  as  a  person  in- 
vested with  any  interest  in  the  subject-matter;  and  in  con- 
formity to  that  view  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  given.  ' 
Sir  TThomas  Pbaner,  who  was  very  conversant  with  matters 
of  this  sort,  directs  an  account  to  be  taken  as  to  what  was 
due  to  the  prior  incumbrancer,  then  next  as  to  the  subse- 
quent incumbrancer,  and  then  an  account  of  what  had  been 
leceired  by  the  prior  receiver.  Then  it  was  said  that  the 
surplus  money  should  be  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
ihe  subsequent  creditor.  That  might  have  been  gross  in- 
jostice,  if  the  subsequent  sequestrator  was  a  trustee,  for  it 
might  have  deprived  him  of  a  fond  out  of  which  to  reim- 
burse himself.  That  case  goes  the  whole  length  of  shew- 
ing, that  the  sequestrator  is  not  a  trustee :  he  is  that  which 
he  has  always  been  treated  in  the  text-books  as  being, 
namely,  a  mere  bailiff  or  agent,  and  consequently  incapable 
of  sustaining  an  action. 
On  these  grounds,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  nonsuit  was 

right. 

Bule  discharged. 
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ExeK  qf  Ptios, 
1842. 

May  26.  The  Queen  t;.  The  Eastern  Counties  Bailwat 

Company. 

By  a  coToner'i  ^  CORONER^S  jury  having  been  summoned  to  inquire 

was  found  that  into  the  cRuse  of  the  death  of  one  William  Austin,  they 

Se  \^MdL  fo^^d  by  their  verdict,  that  on  the  18th  of  August,  1840, 

named  therein  ^  certain  railway  steam-engine,  with  a  train  of  carriages 

was  caused  by  "^  o       /  c» 

a  steam-engine  containing  passcngcrs,  &c.,  ran  off  the  line  of  railway, 

carriages  run-  whereby  the  engineer  of  the  said  engine  was  hurt,  and  the 

railway  •*  that  toiler  thereof  exploded ;  in  consequence  whereof  the  said 

the  said  steam-  "VVilliam  Austiu  was  scsldcd  and  burnt,  and  received  injury 

then  of  the  ya-  of  which  he  afterwards  died ;  and  the  inquest  proceeded  in 

anVwaa  then  tlic  usual  form  to  statc,  that  so  the  said  William  Austin,  in 

^^d^'**^'*^  s-  ^^'^^^^  aforesaid,  accidentally,  casually,  and  by  misfortune 

session  of  the  came  by  his  death;  and  that  the  said  steam-engine  was 

ties  Railway  moving  to  the  death  of  the  said  William  Austin,  and  was 

Th"rn«e  ^*^  (*^*  ^'  ^  *^®  *^™®  ®f  *^®  inquest)  of  the  value  of 
three  other  in-   jgi25.  and  was  then  the  property  and  in  the  possession  of 

quisitionson  '  .  .  i^ 

three  other  per-  the  Eastem  Countics  Railway  Company.  There  were  three 
dseiy  the  Mine  Other  inquisitions  on  three  other  persons,  which  were  pre- 
form, »nd  «a-  cjggiy  Jq  tiic  same  form,  each  imposing  a  deodand  of  the 
dand  of  the        same  amouut.    These  four  deodands  having  been  estreated 

same  amount. 

The  deodands  iuto  this  Court  imdcT  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  a  rule 
ntreaf  ed^fnto  ^^  obtained  by  Cresswell,  on  the  part  of  the  company,  call- 
^***d^'s  aTVw  ^^  npon  the  Attorney-General  to  shew  cause  why,  upon 
4,  c.  99,  the  payment  of  one  sum  of  iE125  in  satisfaction  of  one  of  the 
on  motion  to  abovc  inquisitioDs,  all  further  proceedings  to  levy  the  rest 
i^  onahree  of  ^^ould  uot  be  Stayed.  The  rule  was  moved  upon  affidavits 
the  inquisitions,  ^h^t  the  persons  in  the  several  inquisitions  named  had  met 

on  payment  of^ 

£125  on  one  of  thcuT  deaths  by  one  and  the  same  accident,  and  that  the 
tioM^^on'the  engine,  &c.  in  all  the  inquests  were  the  same,  and  that 
ground  that  the  consequently  the  engine  having  been  once  forfeited  in  re- 
moving to  the  ^ 

death  of  the  party  could  not  be  twice  forfeited  for  the  same  accident,  but  left  the  parties  to  their 
remedy  by  traversing  or  seting  aside  the  inquisitions. 


A 
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Esek.  qfPUMif  person  can  commit  but  one  offence  on  the  same  day,  by  ex- 
*         ercising  his  ordinary  calling  on  a  Sunday,  contrary  to  the 


Stat.  29  Car.  2,  c.  27 ;  and  that  if  a  justice  of  peace  proceed 
Thb  Eastern  to  convict  him  in  more  than  one  penalty  for  the  same  day, 
Railwat'co.  i*  ^^  ^^  excess  of  jurisdiction,  for  which  an  action  of  tres- 
pass will  lie  even  before  the  convictions  are  quashed.  If 
the  Crown  had  proceeded  in  the  old  common-law  mode,  by 
process  on  the  inquisitions,  the  defendants  might  have  tra- 
versed them ;  but  where  the  deodands  are  estreated  into 
this  Court,  under  the  recent  act  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  a  de- 
fendant has  no  other  mode  of  proceeding  than  by  applying 
to  its  equitable  jurisdiction.  If  it  be  shewn  that  it  was 
one  accident  which  caused  the  death  of  the  several  persons, 
one  deodand  only  can  be  payable,  and  there  must  be  some 
mode  of  getting  at  the  real  facts  of  the  case. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^We  have  no  right,  on  motion,  to 
travel  out  of  these  inquisitions,  according  to  the  terms  of 
which  the  Crown  is  entitled  to  four  engines,  or  four  sums  of 
i£125  each.  If  we  were  to  do  so,  we  should  be  attempting 
to  explain  the  record  by  extrinsic  evidence,  which  we  ought 
not  to  do.  If  we  are  to  go  out  of  the  record,  the  affidavits 
shew  that  the  jury  intended  to  impose  a  deodand  of  d6500 
as  the  value  of  this  engine;  and  we  shall  not,  on  affidavits, 
do  any  thing  which  will  have  the  effect  of  counteracting 
their  intention.  If  the  Company  are  not  liable  to  pay  more 
than  one  deodand,  they  must  adopt  some  other  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding. 

Alderson,  B. — The  day  is  immaterial,  and  is  no  essen- 
tial part  of  the  finding.  These  inquisitions  are  consistent 
with  the  supposition  of  the  deaths  having  occurred  on  dif- 
ferent days,  and  by  different  engines.  Then  it  is  said,  that 
this  is  an  application  to  our  equitable  jurisdiction ;  but  if 
we  go  out  of  the  record  at  all,  we  must  go  out  of  it  on  one 
side  as  well  as  on  the  other.    It  is  in  the  power  of  the  de- 
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fendants  to  redeem  the  whole  sum  of  £500^  by  giving  up  ^ek,  qfpieat, 

the  engine ;  and  if  they  ask  us  for  equity,  they  must  begin  '   . 

by  doing  equity  themselves.  Reoina 

Thb  Eastern 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred,  RArLwIi'co. 

Rule  discharged. 


Barker  v.  Birt.  Maii26. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  and  materials,  for  a  company 
money  paid,  for  interest,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Plea,  jjlj^ctel  a  debt 
non  assumpsit.  ^li^  ^^«  ?**>"- 

*^  Uff,  and  the 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  AbingeTf  C.  B.,  at  the  London  debt  not  being 
Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  plain-  an^ttachment 
tiff  was  an  advertising  agent,  to  whom  the  British  Water-  jheiJi^n^h'l^ 
proofing  Company  had  incurred  a  debt  of  116/.  17*.  6rf.  for  hand*  of  bank- 
advertisements,  up  to  the  month  of  July  1839,  when  they  the  attachment 
ceased  to  employ  him.    The  defendant  did  not  become  a  ^'^defen!^nt 
member  of  the  company  till  the  ensuing  month  of  Decem-  u?'**ff*^"£. 
ber,  when  he  was  also  elected  a  director.     In  April  1840,  director  of  the 
the  plaintiff  attached  the  funds  of  the  company  in  the  edonthepUin- 
hands  of  their  bankers,  whereupon  the  defendant  called  foTth*e  puroLe 
upon  him,  introducing  himself  as  a  director,  and  proposed  of  making  an 

'  X      *^  arrangement 

that  the  attachment  should  be  withdrawn  upon  the  pay-  about  the  debt, 
ment  of  £50,  and  the  defendant's  giving  him  the  following  Jl^eed  thmh* 
undertaking,  which  was  assented  to :—  [hou7d  bL  wri"- 

ten  by  the  de- 
"  London,  27th  of  April,  1840.         fendant  to  the 

"  Sir, — As  a  director  of  the  British  Waterproofing  Com-  wal"awordingi'y 
pany,  I  have  to  request  you  will  accept  the  sum  of  j650  on  ^^^''  "  ^'  ^' 

W.  Company,  I 
have  to  request 
you  will  accept  the  turn  of  ;^50  on  account  of  your  claim  of  116/.  19«.  7d,  againit  the  company  $ 
and  in  consideration  of  your  withdrawing  the  attachment  against  the  funds  of  the  company, 
I  agree  on  the  part  of  myself  and  on  behalf  of  the  other  directors,  to  pay  you  the  balance  of  66/. 
19«.  7d,  &c.  on  the  27th  of  August  next:" — Held,  that  this  letter,  coupled  with  the  above  facts, 
was  evidence  of  an  account  stated ;  and  that  it  was  no  answer  to  shew  that  the  defendant  was  not 
a  member  of  the  company  when  the  original  debt  was  contracted. 
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Bxeh.  qfPieai,  aecount  of  youT  claim  of  116/.  17«.  6d.  against  the  directors 

of  the  company,  for  advertisements;  and  I  agree  on  my 
own  part,  and  on  behalf  of  the  other  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, to  pay  you  the  balance  of  66/.  17*.  6d,,  with  interest 
at  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  from  this  day,  on  the  27th  day 
of  August  next. — I  am,  sir,  &c. 

"  To  Mr.  C.  Barker.^'  "  W.  Bibt.*' 

The  £50  was  paid,  and  the  attachment  withdrawn, 
and  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  ba- 
lance of  66/.  17*.  6d.,  which  had  not  been  paid  in  accord- 
ance with  the  agreement.  The  above  undertaking  was  put 
in  and  read  at  the  trial,  as  evidence  of  an  account  stated. 
Crowder,  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  shew  that  the 
defehdant  was  not  a  member  of  the  company  at  the  time 
when  the  work  w^as  done,  and  contended  that  the  above 
letter  must  be  considered  as  a  guarantee  or  special  agree- 
ment to  be  answerable  for  the  debt  of  another,  and  was 
not  evidence  of  an  account  stated ;  and  that,  to  render  the 
defendant  liable,  a  special  count  ought  to  have  been  in- 
serted. The  learned  Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that 
the  promise  contained  in  it,  coapled  with  the  fact  of  the 
attachment  having  been  withdrawn,  was  evidence  from 
which  an  account  stated  might  be  inferred,  and  directed 
the  jury  accordingly,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  claimed. — Crowder  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection, 

Martin  now  shewed  cause. — The  letter,  coupled  with  the 
other  facts  proved,  was  good  evidence  of  an  account  stated. 
This  document  does  not  amount  to  a  guarantee,  but  was 
merely  evidence  of  the  terms  on  which  the  defendant  became 
a  partner  and  took  upon  himself  the  debts  of  the  company, 
and  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  account  stated.  It 
begins  by  requesting  the  plaintiff  to  accept  the  sum  of  j£50 


k 
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on  acoount  of  his  claim  on  tlie  eompnnjf  and  the  writer  £*ch,  of  puas, 
agrees  on  his  own  part  and  on  behalf  of  the  other  directors 
to  pay  the  balance.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a 
guarantee  in  that.  It  is  a  usual  thing  for  persons  coming 
into  a  company  to  take  upon  them  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany.   It  is  ample  eyidence  on  the  account  stated. 

Crawder,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  letter  must  be 
taken  in  conjunction  with  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
became  a  director  after  the  work  was  done  and  the  debt 
incurred.  The  persons  who  were  then  members  remained 
hable.  This  amounted  to  a  special  agreement  between  the 
parties,  for  a  valid  consideration,  that  if  the  plaintiff  would 
withdraw  the  attachment,  the  defendant  would  pay  the 
bslance ;  and  it  ought  therefore,  to  have  been  declared  on 
ss  such.  When  a  man  promises  on  good  consideration  to 
pay  the  amount  of  an  account  found  to  be  due,  uncondi^ 
tionally,  it  is  agreed  that  that  would  be  good  evidence  to 
support  an  account  stated,  because  it  is  an  acknowledg- 
ment that  a  debt  is  due  at  the  time ;  but  this  is  an  agree- 
ment partly  written  and  partly  oral,  whereby  the  defendant 
not  only  undertakes  to  pay  the  debt  of  other  parties,  but 
the  promise  is  in  its  terms  conditional.  And  the  evidence 
is  that  the  attachment  was  withdrawn  the  next  day  in  pur- 
suance of  such  agreement. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  we  take  the  words  of  this 
letter  in  their  obvious  meaning,  they  amount  to  an  ac- 
knowledgement that  the  defendant  and  his  brother  direc- 
tors were  debtors  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the 
work  done,  and  that  he  undertakes  to  pay  the  balance  re- 
maining due.  The  defendant  contends  that  he  is  not  liable, 
at  least  in  this  form  of  action,  because  he  was  not  a  mem- 
ber of  the  company  when  the  debt  was  contracted.  I  do 
not  think  he  ought  to  be  allowed  to  say  so  now,  for  he  has 
admitted  by  this  letter  that  he  was  a  member  of  it,  and  in 
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Exek,  of  PUat,  cousequeiice  of  tliat  admission  got  out  of  the  hands  of  the 

bankers  the  money  which  the  plaintiff  would  otherwise 
have  had.  In  my  opinion^  if  a  party  acknowledges  the 
correctness  of  a  stated  account^  and  in  consideration  of  an 
agreement  to  give  him  time^  pays  part  of  the  debt,  and  un- 
dertakes to  pay  the  balance,  that  is  evidence  of  an  account 
stated. 

Aldeeson,  B. — Surely  this  letter  is  evidence  of  an  ac- 
count stated.  It  admits  the  correctness  of  the  claim  upon 
the  company  of  which  the  writer  states  himself  to  be  a  di- 
rector, and  promises,  on  his  own  account  and  that  of  the 
other  directors,  to  pay  the  balance.  Then  would  the  fact 
proposed  to  be  proved,  that  he  was  not  a  member  at  the 
time  the  debt  was  contracted,  be  any  answer  ?  I  think 
not. 

OuRNEY,  B. — ^The  letter  contains  an  admission  that  a 
balance  is  due,  and  that  the  defendant  is  a  director  of  the 
company.  Is  not  that  evidence  to  shew  that  he  has  taken 
this  debt  upon  himself? 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Bxek.  of  PUaif 
1842. 

Beechey  v.  Quentery  and  Another.  '"T^'^"! 

_,  June  1. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass^  brought  against  the  de-  Under  the  ge- 
fendants,  two  justices  of  the  borough  of  Wokingham,  for  a^d^Jlfihing 
the  purpose  of  trying  the  validity  of  a  rate  made  for  lighting  ^\^  *  ♦ 
the  town  and  parish  of  Wokingham,  under  the  provisions  of  majority  of  two- 
the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  90.    The  facts  were  stated  for  rate-pay ers^of  a 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  a  special  case,  which  stated  as  J*[}^  oniiy\t 

follows  : —  ^*»«  original 

meeting  to  be 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1840,  the  town  and  parish  of  held  under  the 
Wokingham  duly  adopted  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  determining  u 
Will.  4t,  c.  90,  and,  having  elected  seven  inspectors,  em-  JJfJejcLand' 
powered  them  to  call  for  the  sum  of  d£250,  in  order  to  as  to  the 

'    .       Of     M  M^  ..  i.1  .,  i*i  amount  which 

carry  into  enect  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  for  the  sue-  the  inspectors 
ceeding  year.  On  the  13th  December,  1841,  a  meeting  of  "ower'^fJ  wii 
rate-payers  was  held,  in  compliance  with  the  18th  section^®' »»*nyyear: 

^   ^  '1-  ^  'but  where  the 

of  the  act,  for  the  purpose  (amongst  other  things)  of  de-  parish  has 

termining  the  amount  of  the  money  to  be  raised  for  the  provUions  of 

purposes  of  the  act,  for  the  current  year;  and  it  was  there  !j*i  *^^*/.  ™*' 

proposed  that  £250  should  be  raised  for  that  purpose ;  thirds  is  not 

.        .  necessary,  in 

whereupon  an  amendment  was  moved,  substituting  the  order  to  deter- 
«um  of  j£20.     The  original  motion  was  carried  by  a  ma-  I[Jiount*obe 
jority  of  52  to  48;   but  the  chairman  being  of  opinion  »"»*»«*  for  the 
that  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  rate-payers  present  at  act  in  a  subse- 
the  meeting  was  necessary  to  determine  the  question  of  der  s.  is,  but ' 
amount,  declared  that  the  original  motion  was  lost,  and  a  ofVslmpie  n!a. 
poll  was  then  demanded  under  the  9th  section,  by  eight  of  J®"^y  ^^  '*>« 

,  rate-payers 

the  rate-payers  present,  upon  the  question  whether  the  voting  at  the 
amount  to  be  raised  for  the  purposes  of  the  current  year  for  Aat^p^ur-* 
should  be  £250  or  £20.     The  poll  was  afterwards  taken,  l^'^*^^i  '^J^^ 
and  the  result  was  a  majority  in  favour  of  the  larger  demanded,  of 

,  ,  .  the  rate- payers 

amount,  but  not  a  majority  consisting  of  two^thirds,  even  voting  upon  it, 
of  the  rate-payers  voting  at  the  poll ;  and  thereupon  the 
inspectors  duly  issued  an  order  on  the  overseers  to  raise 
the  sum  of  £250  for  the  current  year,  and  the  defendants^ 

VOL.  X.  F  M.  w. 
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Exch  ofPieoi,  npon  the  plaintiff  ^s  refusal  to  pay  the  calls  so  made  by  the 
'   ^     overseers,  granted  a  distress  warrant  against  him. 
Bebcbby  The  question  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 

QuENTBRT.  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  inspectors  could 
legally  require  a  rate  to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
the  said  sum  of  £250 ;  the  plaintiff  contending  that  the 
rate  was  altogether  illegal,  because  the  proposal  that  the 
said  sum  of  d£250  should  be  the  amount  of  money  to  be 
raised  for  the  purposes  of  the  act  for  the  current  year,  was 
neither  carried  by  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  rate- 
payers assembled  at  the  meeting  of  the  18th  December^ 
1841,  nor  by  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  rate-payers 
qualified  to  vote,  and  who  voted  at  the  poll ;  and  the  de- 
fendants contending  that  a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the 
rate-payers  was  only  required  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  question  of  the  adoption  of  the  act  by  the  parish, 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  to  be 
raised  for  the  current  expenses  of  the  year  succeeding  the 
year  of  its  adoption. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  favour  of  the  for- 
mer view  of  the  case,  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  by  confession,  for  such  sum  as  the  Court  should 
direct :  if  in  favour  of  the  latter  view,  judgment  of  non- 
pros to  be  entered. 

Hayes,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  first  question  is,  whether  a 
poll  is  demandable  under  the  9th  section  of  the  act  of 
Parliament,  on  the  question  as  to  the  amount  to  be  raised 
in  the  second  year  of  its  adoption ;  if  it  be,  it  seems  to  be 
clear  that,  in  order  to  decide  it,  section  12  requires  a  ma- 
jority of  two-thirds.  The  5th  section  enacts,  that  on  a  re- 
quisition by  three  rate-payers  of  the  parish,  a  meeting  of 
the  rate-payers  shall  be  held,  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing whether  the  provisions  in  the  act  contained  shall  be 
adopted  and  carried  into  execution  in  the  parish :  and  sec- 
tion 8  provides,  that  if,  at  such  meeting,  it  shall  be  de- 
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tennined  by  a  mAJority^  consisting  of  two-thirds  of  the  JBxck.  qfPieoM, 
Yotes  of  the  rate-payers  present,  that  the  provisions  of  the  ^  ^^^'  . 
act  shall  be  adopted,  they  shall  thereupon  take  effect,  Beechey 
and  inspectors  shall  be  appointed.  Then,  by  sect.  9,  it  is  Qubntert. 
enacted,  '^  that  the  rate-payers  shall,  at  their  first  meeting, 
or  at  some  adjournment  thereof,  and  so  on  from  time  to  time 
m  every  mcceeding  year^  at  a  meeting  to  be  called  for  that 
purpose  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned,  fix  and  deter- 
mine the  total  amount  of  money  which  the  inspectors  shaQ 
have  power  to  call  for  in  any  one  year,  in  order  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  this  act:  provided  nevertheless, 
that  any  five  rated  inhabitants,  qualified  to  vote  as  herein- 
after mentioned,  may,  at  such  meeting  or  adjournment 
thereof,  demand  a  poll  to  be  taken  of  the  rate-payers  quali- 
fied to  vote,  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  this  act  and 
the  provisions  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  adopted 
in  such  parish,  and  also  as  to  the  amount  of  money  to  be 
raised  in  the  succeeding  year  for  the  purposes  thereof, 
and  the  number  of  inspectors  to  be  elected  at  such  meet- 
ing.'' The  words  "such  meeting  or  adjournment  thereof,'' 
in  this  proviso,  apply,  by  reference  to  the  former  part  of 
the  section,  to  the  meetings  to  be  held  in  every  succeeding 
year,  for  determining  the  amount  to  be  raised,  as  well  as 
to  the  original  meeting  for  determining  on  the  adoption 
of  the  act,  and  a  poll  is,  therefore,  demandable  at  all  such 
meetings.  The  form  of  notice  of  the  poll,  and  of  the 
voting  paper,  given  in  the  10th  section,  leave  the  question 
in  doubt :  and  even  if  they  appear  to  have  reference  only 
to  the  first  year,  they  cannot  be  held  to  control  the  pre- 
ceding section  of  the  act.  [Alderson,  B. — For  the  purpose 
of  the  adoption  of  the  act,  a  poll  is  required,  in  order  to 
give  absent  rate-payers  an  opportunity  of  exercising  their 
opinion.  But  is  it  not  a  general  rule,  that  when  a  thing 
is  to  be  decided  on  by  a  majority  of  votes,  they  are  to  be 
taken  by  poll,  if  required  ?]     Yes ;  Campbell  v.  Maund  {a) 

r  (a)  5  Ad.  &  £.  865;  1  Nev.  &  P.  558. 
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Bxeh.  qfPi€ai,  is  an  authority  to  that  eflFect.  Then,  secondly,  if  a  poll 
^  was  demandable,  a  majority  of  two-thirds  was  necessary 
Bbbchkt  to  the  decision.  The  poll  could  only  be  taken  according 
QuEMTBRT.  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  which  recognises  only  a 
majority  of  two-thirds.  The  12th  section  directs  the 
churchwardens  to  declare  whether  or  not  two-thirds  of 
the  votes  given  have  been  given  in  favour  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  act,  and  also  as  to  the  sum  of  money  to  be 
raised  in  the  succeeding  year :  and  then  follows  a  proviso, 
"  that  in  case  of  a  poll  being  demanded  as  aforesaid,  the 
adoption  or  non-adoption  of  this  act,  with  the  sum  to  be 
raised,  and  the  number  of  inspectors  to  be  elected  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  decided  by  such  number  of  votes  as  afore- 
said,''  that  is,  by  a  majority  of  two-thirds.  [Alderson,  B. 
— I  think  the  true  construction  of  the  act  is,  that  the 
amount  to  be  raised  is  to  be  fixed  at  the  first  meeting : 
they  are  to  vote,  in  the  first  instance,  such  a  sum  as  they 
are  not  to  exceed  in  any  one  year.]  The  18th  section  ap- 
pears to  be  inconsistent  with  that  view :  it  enacts  that  the 
inspectors  are  to  give  notice,  at  the  expiration  of  twelve 
months  from  the  day  of  the  adoption  of  the  act,  to  the 
churchwardens,  that  they  are  ready«  to  produce  their  ac- 
counts, and  the  churchwardens  are  thereupon  to  give 
notice  of  a  meeting,  for  that  purpose,  for  the  election  of 
inspectors,  and  ''for  determining  the  amount  of  the  money 
to  be  raised  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  for  the  current 
year:"  and  in  every  future  year,  such  meeting  is  to  be 
held  on  the  same  day.  [Alderson,  B. — ^That  is  subject 
to  the  original  limit  fixed  by  the  majority  of  two-thirds; 
but  in  that  case,  no  more  is  required  than  a  simple  ma- 
jority. Oumey,  B. — After  the  act  is  adopted,  there  is 
no  need  of  a  majority  of  two-thirds  for  any  subsequent 
purpose ;  and  by  the  15  th  section,  after  three  years,  the 
act  may  be  abandoned  by  a  simple  majority.] 

Kelly,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 
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AldebsoNj  B. — ^I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  defend-  Bxek.  rf  PUaa^ 
ants  are  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  true  ^  ^  ^ 
construction  of  the  act  is,  that  at  a  meeting  called  in  a  Biechbt 
particular  way,  subject  to  certain  regulations,  whereby  the  auBSTBKr. 
matter  shall  be  folly  canvassed,  the  rate-payers  are  to  be 
called  together  to  determine  whether  the  act  shall  be 
adopted,  with  this  term,  that  more  than  a  certain  sum,  then 
to  be  fixed,  shall  not  be  called  for  in  any  year.  That 
question  is  to  be  determined  by  a  majority  of  two-thirds 
of  the  votes  of  the  rate-payers  present  at  the  meeting;  and 
if  a  poll  be  demanded,  by  two-thirds  of  the  votes  of  the 
rate-payers  qualified  to  vote,  who  must  constitute  a  clear 
majority  of  the  rate-payers  of  the  parish.  The  sum  then 
agreed  to  is  to  be  the  limit  of  the  amount  to  be  called  for 
in  any  year;  but  when  once  this  has  been  so  decided,  the 
parish  are  bound  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  for  three 
years.  The  words  "  in  every  succeeding  year,'*  in  the  9th 
section,  apply  to  meetings  held  under  the  16th  section,  to 
determine  upon  the  adoption  of  the  act,  where  the  propo- 
sition for  its  adoption  has  not  been  carried  at  the  first 
meeting  convened  for  that  purpose  under  the  former  sec- 
tion. That  section  enacts,  that  in  the  event  of  a  majority 
of  two- thirds  not  having  determined  to  adopt  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  inhabitants  to 
meet  again  in  less  than  one  year  from  the  period  at  which 
such  meeting  shall  have  been  convened.  The  demand  of 
poll,  therefore,  in  the  9th  section,  applies  only  to  the  first 
meeting  for  the  adoption  of  the  act,  or  some  adjournment 
thereof,  or  to  a  meeting  to  be  called  for  the  adoption  of  the 
act  in  a  succeeding  year,  under  the  16th  section:  then  the 
poll  is  to  be  taken  and  declared  in  the  manner  provided  for 
by  the  10th,  11th,  and  12th  sections.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  this  demand  of  poll  applies  only  to  the  question  of  the 
amount  to  be  raised,  as  part  of  the  general  question  as  to 
the  adoption  of  the  act  j  and  when  that  has  once  been  de- 
termined, the  parish  are  bound  to  the  act  for  three  yeara  • 
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Exch.  rf  PU(u,  and  then  comes  the  provision  of  the  18th  section,  by  which 

1842 
^  *  ^    a  meeting  is  to  be  called  for  the  purpose  of  determining 

BE.CHBY      how  much,  up  to  or  short  of  the  original  amount  agreed 

QuBHTBKT.    to,  shall  bc  levied  in  any  succeeding  year.     That  is  to  be 

determined  in  the  ordinary  way,  that  is,  by  a  simple 

majority.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  inspectors  in  this  case 

were  entitled  to  call  for  the  full  amount  oi  the  iE250, 

which  was  agreed  to  by  a  majority  of  the  rate- payers,  and 

that  the  rate  is  perfectly  good. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  proposal 
of  the  smaller  sum  amounted  in  fact  to  a  repeal  of  that 
clause  of  the  act  which  bound  the  parish  by  the  adoption 
of  its  provisions  for  three  years. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


May  31.  GiBBS  V.  PoTTER. 

mem  oVrca       C ASE.— The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintifiFs  shipped 
from  Vaipa-       1338  hard  dollars  on  boafd  a  certain  ship  belonging  to  the 

rmiso  to  Eng-  . 

Und,  the  bill  of  defendants,  to  be  by  them  carried  in  the  said  ship  from 

ed  the  property  Valparaiso  in  South  America  to  Liverpool  or  London,  at 

doiUil^"  ^  h*'h  ^^®  option  of  the  consignees ;  and  if  at  the  former  port, 

was  a  coin  cur-  thcu  to  be  further  conveyed  by  the  defendants  to  London 

raiM  at  the  by  land,  saving  all  casualties  arising  from  the  act  of  God 

tiMtthi/wMa  ^'  ^^®  Queen^s  enemies;  and  averred  a  loss  of  the  said 

•afflcieot  com-  dollars  by  neffligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

pliaoce  with  the  /        &    &  r  .         .  j. 

proirisioiM  of  Plcas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  at  the  time  of 

Qeo,  a/c.  86,     the  said  shipping  and  lading,  the  said  dollars  consisted  of 

a.  $,  It  being 

tlie  current 

coin  of  the  place  where  the  shipment  was  made. 

Qiuere,  whether  that  statute  is  at  all  applicable  to  the  case  of  shipments  made  in  places  not 
•ttfcjcct  to  the  British  laws. 
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a  certain  large  quantity  of  silver,  and  that  the  same  were  -Rre*.  rf  Pleas, 
feloniously  stolen  out  of  the  said  ship,  without  the  privity 
(^  the  defendants,  and  that  neither  the  owners  nor  the 
shippers  thereof  inserted  in  their  bill  of  lading,  or  other- 
wise made,  any  declaration  in  writing  of  the  true  nature^ 
quality,  and  value  of  the  said  goods,  according  to  the  form 
of  the  statute,  &c.     Replication,  de  injurift. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  Surrey,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs,  who 
were  English  merchants  residing  at  Valparaiso,  had  there 
shipped  these  dollars  on  board  a  ship  of  which  the  defend- 
ants were  registered  owners,  and  delivered  with  them  a 
bill  of  lading,  which  merely  described  them  as  ^'  1838  hard 
dollars/'  It  appeared  also  from  the  evidence,  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  above  shipment,  hard  dollars  were  current  at 
Valparaiso  but  not  in  England ;  nor  were  they  sold  here  as 
bullion,  but  by  weight ;  and  their  value  in  the  market  was 
influenced  by  the  rate  of  exchange  between  the  two  coun- 
tries. The  principal  value  of  the  dollar  in  England  de- 
pended on  what  it  might  fetch  on  being  sent  abroad.  On 
this  state  of  the  evidence,  it  was  objected  that  the  defend- 
ants were  not  liable,  the  provisions  of  the  26  Geo.  8,  c.  86, 
8.  3,  not  having  been  complied  with.  That  statute  enacts^ 
that  '^  no  master  or  owner  of  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  be 
subject  or  liable  to  answer  for  or  make  good  to  any  one  or 
more  person  or  persons,  any  loss  or  damage  which  may 
happen  to  any  gold,  silver,  diamonds,  watches,  jewels,  or 
precious  stones,  which  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this 
act  shall  be  shipped,  taken  in,  or  put  on  board  any  such 
ship  or  vessel,  by  reason  or  means  of  any  robbery,  embez- 
slement,  making  away  with,  or  secreting  thereof,  unless 
the  owner  or  shipper  thereof  shall,  at  the  time  of  sWpping 
the  same,  insert  in  his  bill  of  lading,  or  otherwise  declare 
in  writing  to  the  master,  owner,  or  owners  of  such  ship  or 
▼essel,  the  true  nature,  quality,  and  value  of  such  gold, 
sQver,   diamonds,   watches,  jewels,  or  precious  stones.** 
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Exch,  of  Pkat,  The  learned  Jadge^  however,  overruled  the  objection,  and 

directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  value  of  the 
dollars,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  on  the  second  issue,  on  the  point  made  at  the 
trial.  Channell,  Seijt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  accordingly. 

Peacock  {mii  Thesiger  was  with  him)  now  shewed  cause. 
— First,  the  dollars  were  sufficiently  described  as  dollars  of 
the  value  they  obtained  according  to  the  currency  of  the 
country  where  they  were  shipped.  That  is  the  only  de- 
scription which  could  be  given  with  any  safety,  because 
the  value  in  this  country  would  depend  upon  the  rate  of 
exchange  at  the  time^  which  could  not  be  known  at  the 
time  at  the  place  of  shipment,  and  therefore  it  was  impos- 
sible to  describe  their  value  in  British  money.  But  they 
are  always  of  the  same  value  at  Valparaiso,  where  they  are 
current  Therefore,  to  describe  them  as  ''1338  hard 
dollars  ^^  was  the  proper  mode.  The  object  of  the  act 
was  merely  to  put  the  owners  of  the  vessel  on  their  guard 
that  the  package  was  a  valuable  one.  If  the  owners  were 
resident  there,  they  would  be  more  accurately  informed  of 
their*  responsibility  by  a  statement  of  the  value  in  the  cur- 
rent coin  of  their  own  country  than  of  this ;  and  if  they 
were  not  resident  there,  the  captain,  who  is  their  agent, 
would  necessarily  be  acquainted  with  the  money  of  the 
country  with  which  he  was  trading.  Secondly,  the  provi- 
sion  in  the  statute  does  not  extend  to  contracts  made 
abroad,  and  therefore  the  lex  loci  contractiis  would  apply, 
and  govern  the  engagement.  The  shipment  was  made  at 
Valparaiso,  and  the  contract  was  entered  into  there.  There 
is  no  allegation  in  the  plea  that  these  parties  were  British 
subjects,  or  bound  by  the  English  law.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  there  being  any  law  at  Valparaiso  which  requires 
the  nature,  quality,  and  value  of  the  goods  to  be  described. 
The  plea  says,  that  neither  the  owners  nor  the  shippers 
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thereof  inserted  in  the  bill  of  lading  the  true  nature^  Bxeh.  of  PUas, 
quality^  and  value  of  the  goods^  according  to  the  form  of  ^  ^^^' 
the  statute.  That  was  an  important  allegation^  which  re- 
quired to  be  proved^  and  the  defendants  ought  to  have 
shewn  that  there  was  such  a  law  at  that  place^  and  proved 
that  law  as  all  foreign  laws  are  proved  as  matters  of  fact. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  this  was  a  British  ship^  or  that 
the  parties  were  British  subjects^  and  therefore  the  parties 
must  be  presumed  to  have  contracted  according  to  the  law 
of  the  country  where  the  contract  was  made. 

Petersdofff,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^There  is  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  recovery  of  the  price  of  articles  of 
this  nature,  which  have  been  stolen,  that  the  value  should 
be  stated  in  the  manner  required  by  the  laws  of  this 
country.  The  value  of  the  dollars  should  be  stated  accord- 
ing to  their  value  in  England,  and  not  in  foreign  coin, 
which  the  C!ourt  cannot  recognise.  In  a  declaration  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  for  the  payment  of  so  many  hard  dollars, 
evidence  must  be  given  to  shew  their  value  in  English 
money ;  and  an  indictment  for  stealing  a  hard  dollar,  with- 
out alleging  it  to  be  of  some  value  in  English  money,  would 
be  insufficient.  Suppose  this  had  been  gold  or  silver  in 
bars,  would  it  have  been  sufficient  to  have  described  it  as 
of  the  value  of  so  many  hard  dollars  ?  Clearly  not,  as 
the  enumeration  in  hard  dollars  communicates  no  correct 
ascertained  value  to  the  jury. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
verdict  was  right,  and  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  Even 
supposing  the  act  does  apply  to  the  case  of  shipments  made 
in  foreign  countries  at  all,  it  can  only  apply  so  far  as  to 
require  the  declaration  of  value  to  be  made  in  the  current 
coin  of  the  country  where  the  shipment  is  made ;  for  how 
absurd  would  it  be  for  us  in  England  to  make  a  law  to 
compel  a  Spaniard,  who  might  have  occasion  to  ship  dollars 
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E^ek,  of  Pleat,  at  Valparaiso,  to  declare  on  the  back  of  his  bill  of  lading 
_  '  ^  the  value  of  those  dollars  in  English  currency.  Such  a 
law  would  manifestly  be  most  absui*d.  The  object  of  the 
act  manifestly  was  to  impose  on  the  shipper  the  onus  of 
giving  notice  to  the  shipowner  of  the  nature  of  the  goods 
intrusted  to  him  to  carry^  and  that  is  perfectly  satisfied  by 
the  value  being  declared  in  hard  dollars,  or  whatever  else 
the  current  coin  may  be  of  the  place  where  the  shipment 
is  made.  But  I  have  great  doubts  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
operation  of  this  act.  The  present  action  is,  it  is  true^ 
brought  on  an  Euglish  bill  of  lading,  and  so  far  may  be 
distinguishable ;  but  suppose  the  case  of  a  contract  like 
this,  transitory  in  its  very  nature,  made  in  a  foreign  na- 
ture in  a  foreign  port,  between  two  parties  who  are  fo- 
reigners, how  absurd  would  it  be  for  us  to  make  laws 
regulating  the  mode  in  which  they  should  transmit  goods 
from  one  country  to  another !  At  most,  the  statute  could 
only  apply  where  the  shipment  is  made  to  England,  and  in 
which  case  a  declaration  of  value  according  to  the  current 
coin  of  the  country  would  be  sufficient.  This  rule  must 
therefore  be  discharged. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  still  of  the  opinion  I  expressed  at 
Nisi  Prius  in  this  case,  that  the  second  issue  on  this  record 
ought  to  be  found  for  the  plaintiffs*  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  declaration  of  the  value  of  the  goods  must 
be  made  at  the  place  of  shipment;  and  then  comes  the 
question,  whether  it  is  sufficient  for  the  shipper  to  make 
that  declaration  according  to  the  current  coin  of  that  place ; 
and  I  think  that  in  holding  the  affirmative  of  that  proposi- 
tion, we  shall  give  more  effect  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
of  Parliament,  because  the  shipowner,  who  must  know  the 
value  of  the  current  coin  at  that  place,  is  thereby  enabled 
to  form  the  most  accurate  judgment  as  to  the  degree  of 
care  to  be  bestowed  on  the  goods  entrusted  to  him.  Sup- 
pose, instead  of  dollars,  the  articles  shipped  were  jewels  or 
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precious  stones,  would  it  not  be  by  far  the  best  plan  to  jBxch.  qfPleag, 

state  how  much  they  were  worth  in  the  coin  of  Valparaiso 

than  in  the  coin  of  England,  where  their  value  would  be  in 

a  great  degree  matter  of  speculation?    The  question,  in 

8h<Mrt,  is  this ;  does  the  act  require  the  yalue  of  the  goods 

to  be  stated  according  to  their  actual  value  at  the  place  of 

shipment,  or  according  to  a  speculative  value  which  they 

may  possess  on  their  arrival  in  another  country?    The 

latter  arrangement  would  be  a  very  bad  one. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

KoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  the  time  this 
role  was  granted,  I  entertained  some  doubt  on  the  point, 
owing  to  this  consideration,  that  supposing  a  man  at  Val- 
paraiso were  to  ship  10,000  sovereigns  at  that  port  for 
England,  would  it  not  be  sufficient  in  his  bill  of  lading  to 
say  that  the  shipment  consisted  of  10,00Q  sovereigns, 
without  adding  their  value  in  dollars?  But  I  think  that 
doubt  arose  from  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  words  used 
in  the  act,  which  does  not  say  that  you  must  state  the 
money  value  of  the  goods  shipped,  but  that  you  must  state 
their  *'  true  nature,  quality,  and  value,*'  which  means,  not 
that  you  must  state  the  actual  true  quality  or  value  of  the 
articles  in  money,  which  in  many  cases  might  be  impossible, 
but  that  so  far  as  the  nature  of  the  thing  allows  you  to  do 
so,  you  will  give  the  value  of  the  goods  or  precious  stones 
as  nearly  as  you  can.  I  do  not,  however,  say  that  the 
description  might  not  be  good  either  way,  either  describing 
them  as  being  of  the  value  of  so  many  pounds  sterling,  or 
as  is  the  case  here,  1338  hard  dollars  only. 

Rule  discharged  {a). 

(a)  A  cross  rule  had  been  ob-  ground  that  the   act  did  not  at  all 

tained,  if  necessary,  on  the  part  of  apply  to  the  shipments  made  in 

the  plaintifii,  for  leave  to   enter  places   not    governed   by    British 

judgment  non-  obstante  veredicto,  law  :  but  that  point,  in  the  result, 

in  the  event  of   the  defendants'  it  became  unnecessary  to  discuss, 
rule  being  made  absolute,  on  the 
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Bxch,  of  PUoif 
1842. 

June  3. 

In  a  town 
cause,  where 
luue  U  joined 
in  term,  the 
defendant  is  en- 
titled to  move 
for  Judgment 
as  in  a  case  of 
nonsuit  in  the 
next  term  but 
one,  although 
no  notice  of 
trial  have  been 
given. 


HeELES  V.  KiDD. 

JLn  this  case  Cooper  had  obtained  a  role  nisi  for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  It  was  a  town  cause.  Issue  was 
joined  on  the  31st  January,  1842  (the  last  day  of  Hilary 
Term),  and  no  notice  of  trial  had  been  given. 

Hoggins  shewed  cause,  and  referred  to  Higgins  ▼.  Stan^ 
ley  (a)  as  the  last  case  on  this  subject,  and  as  being  a 
direct  authority  that  this  motion  was  made  too  soon.  He 
mentioned  also  the  cases  of  Duggan  v.  Wilbraham  (6),  and 
Doe  d.  Balls  v.  Margrave  (c). 


Cooper,  contra,  urged  that  the  practice  on  this  point  had 
been  settled  by  this  Court,  after  conference  with  the  other 
Judges,  in  Gough  v.  White  (d),  which  was  recognised  and 
acted  upon  iaPiersony.  Cfiessun  (e),  and  Thomas \.  Jones {f)i. 
and  that  the  true  rule  being  that  a  party  was  bound  to  take 
a  step  in  each  term,  this  motion  was  not  too  soon ;  since, 
issue  having  been  joined  in  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  had 
Easter  Term  in  which  to  enter  the  issue  and  give  notice  of 
trial. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  now  said — In  consequence  of  the 
apparent  conflict  between  the  case  of  Higgins  v.  Stanley  and 
the  previous  decisions  which  were  cited  for  the  defendant, 
we  were  induced  to  consult  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  on  the  subject;  and  they  agree  with  us, 
either  that  the  facts  of  the  case  in  Higgitis  v.  Stanley  were 
not  really  applicable  to  the  present,  or,  if  they  were,  that 


(a)  2  Man.  &  Gr.  336. 

(b)  1  Scott,  N.  R.  212  ;  I  Man. 
&  Gr.  240. 

(e)  1  Scott,  N.R.  213,  d.;  I  Man. 


&  Gr.  334. 

(d)  2M.  &W.  363. 

(e)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  507. 
(/)7Dowl.P.C.  712. 


On  a  subsequent  day  in  the  tenn^  Alderson,  B.,  stated 
that  it  had  been  discovered  that  the  case  of  Hiffgins  y. 
Stanley  was  erroneously  reported  (a) ;  and  he  handed  the 
following  rule  or  directions  to  the  officers  of  the  Court,  for 
Aeir  guidance : — 

*'  In  Town  Causes. 
''  Issue  joined  in,  or  in  the  vacation  before,  any  term,  a 
motion  for  judgment  as  in  Case  of  a  nonsuit  may  be  made 
in  the  second  term  next  after.    Thus,  issue  joined  in,  or 

(a)  See  2  Man.  &  Gr.  956. 
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it  was  wrongly  decided.    It  must  therefore  henceforth  be  Exeh.  of  p/eoM, 

considered,  that  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Queen^s 

Bench  is  the  true  one ;  and  that  if,  in  a  town  cause,  issue 

be  joined  in  a  term,  the  defendant  may  move  for  judgment 

as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  in  the  next  term  but  one  after 

that. 

Aldebson,  B. — ^The  principle  is  clear,  that  a  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  take  a  step  in  the  cause  in  each  term ;  and  he 
should  try  the  cause  eitLer  during  the  term  following  that 
in  which  issue  is  joined,  or  in  the  vacation  after  it :  if  he 
omits  to  do  so,  he  fedls  to  proceed  to  trial  according  to  the 
course  and  practice  of  the  Court,  and  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled under  the  statute  to  apply  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit.  If  the  rule  were  not  so,  there  would  be  a 
difference  between  country  and  town  causes;  for  in  the 
former,  one  assizes  only  is  required  to  pass  over  before  the 
motion  is  made,  where  issue  was  joined  in  the  term  next 
but  one  before  the  assizes. 

Bule  discharged  on  a  peremptory  undertaking. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  in  vacation  before,  Hilary  Term,  motion  may  be  made  in 
^^^-        Trinity  Term/' 

[This  rule  was  pronounced  by  the  Court  after  a  con- 
ference with  the  Common  Pleas  respecting  the  case  <^ 
Higgins  y.  Stanley,  2  Man.  &  O.  3S6,  and  overruling  that 
decision.] 

"  In  Country  Causes. 
"  Issue  joined  in,  or  in  vacation  before,  an  issuable  term. 
Motion  after  lapse  of  two  assizes. 
Issue  joined  in,  or  in  vacation  before,  a  non-issuable 
term, 

"  Motion  after  a  lapse  of  one  assize/' 


June  3.  YoRKE,  Assignee  of  Moody,  an  Insolvent  Debtor,  v. 

Brown. 

The  assignee  of   X  ROVER  for  hay,  alleging  a  possession  in  the  plaintiff 

an  insolvent  .  :,  •  a      ^i      •        i  -m 

debtor,  on  his  ^  assigucc,  and  a  conversion,  after  the  insolvency.  Fleas, 
Sh^^appoint!^  first,  not  guilty :  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  law- 
ment,  has  Test-   fully  possessed  as  such  assignee,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ; 

ed  in  him  all  i-i.  »      t    o         -w^     ■» 

the  estate  of  ou  which  issues  werc  joined.     At  the  trial  before  Erskine, 

from"the^^te  of  "^'f  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  Somersetshire  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the 

the  vesting  jjj^y  ^  question  had  been  the  property  of  Moody,  the  in- 

And  in  tro-  solvcut,  who  made  a  pretended  sale  of  it  to  his  son,  through 

Ter  by  such  as- 
signee, for  a       whom  the  defendant  claimed  it,  and  carried  it  away  from 

palrt  oflhe  in-  Moody's  premises  on  the  7th  September,  1841.     In  order 

solvent's  esute  ^o  provc  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  at  the  time 

pointment,  and  of  the  Conversion,  the  following  orders  of  the  Insolvent 

the  provisional  Debtors'  Court,  under  the  seal  of  that  Court,  were  put  in 

"Jn'rVe^i.  evidence:- 

judication  of  the 

prisoner's  discharge,  certified  pursuant  to  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  105,  shewing  the  date 

of  the  vesting  order,  is  good  evidence  of  the  plaintifTs  title. 

But  the  order  of  appointment  of  the  assignee  is  not  evidence  of  the  time  from  which  his  title 
accrues,  but  only  of  the  appointment  itself. 
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Ejich.  of  PUatf      On  which  was  indorsed  the  following  certificate : — 
I840 

> ^.^^  "  26th  March,  1842. 

YoRKE  ff  J  j^  hereby  certify  that  this  is  a  true  copy  of  the  order 

Brown.       ^f  adjudication  made  in  the  matter  of  William  Moody. 

"  Edward  Inopen,  Dep.  to  J.  Massey, 

Chief  Clerk  of  the  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors, 

in  whose  custody  the  same  now  is." 

"  Pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Parliament. 
"  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  29th  Nov.  1841. 

"  In  the  matter  of  William  Moody,  late  of  E  verurch,  in  the 

County  of  Somerset,  Farmer : — 

"  Whereas  by  order  of  the  Court,  bearing  date  the  24th 
day  of  August,  1841,  and  entered  of  record  in  this  Court, 
the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  insolvent  debtor  were 
vested  in  Samuel  Sturgis,  gentleman,  provisional  assignee 
of  the  estates  and  effects  of  insolvent  debtors  in  England, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf: 
It  is  ordered,  that  John  Yorke,  of  Thrapstone,  in  the 
county  of  Northampton,  esq.,  shall  be,  and  the  said  John 
Yorke  is  hereby  appointed  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects 
of  the  said  William  Moody,  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute. 
By  the  Court. 

"  Entered  of  record,  acceptance  being  signified. 

(Signed)         "  S.  Sturois, 

Provisional  Assignee." 

This  latter  document  was  upon  parchment,  but  had  no 
certificate  indorsed.  It  was  objected  for  the  defendant, 
that  it  was  no  evidence  of  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff 
as  assignee ;  but  that  even  if  it  were,  there  was  no  evidence 
to  shew  the  property  to  have  belonged  to  him  at  the  time 
of  the  conversion,  for  that  the  recitals  in  these  two  orders 
were  not  evidence  of  the  date  of  the  vesting  order;  and  the 
conversion,  at  all  events,  had  not  taken  place  in  his  time, 
but  in  that  of  the  provisional  assignee.   The  learned  Judge 
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overmled  the  objections^  and  under  his  direction  a  verdict  M^ck.  •/  puog, 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to  the     ^    ^' 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Bere,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 
against  which 

Erie  and  Butt  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  document  of 
the  date  of  29th  November,  which  was  produced  in  evi- 
dence, was  the  original  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  as- 
signee, under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  with  the  certificate  of 
the  provisional  assignee  annexed,  pursuant  to  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  s.  46,  and  was  sufficient,  and  indeed  the  best, 
evidence  of  his  appointment.  The  46th  section  makes  copies 
of  such  app<Hntments  upon  parchment,  and  indorsed  with 
the  certificate  of  the  provisional  assignee,  and  purporting  to 
be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Court,  evidence  of  the  appoint- 
ment; but  it  does  not  preclude  the  proof  of  the  fact  by 
the  production  of  the  original  instrument.  The  only  objec- 
tion that  could  be  made  was  that  it  did  not  come  within 
Ac  106th  aection^  which  directs  that  the  officer  of  the 
Xnaolfant  Debtan'  Court  shall,  on  the  request  of  a  prisoner 
or  a  creditDr,  provide  him  with  copies  of  the  petition,  vest- 
ing Ofder,  schedule,  order  of  adjudication,  or  any  other 
Older  or  proceeding;  and  enacts  that  a  copy  thereof,  pur- 
poKtingto  be  signed  by  the  officer  or  his  deputy,  certifying 
Hie  nine  to  be  a  true  copy,  and  purporting  to  be  sealed 
with  the  seal  of  the  Court,  shall  be  admitted  as  sufficient 
etidenoe  of  the  same,  without  any  other  proof.  But  the 
46th  section  refers  to  quite  different  copies,  and  differently 
certified,  firom  those  mentioned  in  s.  105.  This  document, 
therefore,  was  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  iqp- 
pointment;  and  it  was  evidence  also,  although  not  conclu- 
me,  of  the  time  from  which  the  appointment  took  effect. 
The  45th  section  empowers  the  Court,  at  any  time  after 
the  making  of  the  vesting  order,  to  appoint  a  proper  person 

VOL.  X.  G  M.  w. 
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exek.  «/  Pieoi,  or  pers(m8  to  be  assignee  or  assignees  of  the  estate  and 

effects  of  the  prisoner  for  the  purposes  of  the  act^  and 
enacts^  that  when  such  assignee  or  assignees  shall  have  sig- 
nified to  the  Court  his  or  their  acceptance  of  the  appoint- 
ment^ the  estate^  effects,  rights,  and  powers  of  snch  prisoner, 
vested  in  such  provisional  assignee  as  aforesaid,  shall  imme- 
diately, by  virtue  of  such  appointment,  and  without  any 
conyeyance  or  assignment,  rest  in  the  said  assignee  or  as- 
mgnees,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  By  that 
section,  therefore,  the  provisional  assignee  is  superseded, 
and  the  creditor's  assignee  acquires  all  the  rights  of  the 
former  in  the  estate,  from  the  period  firom  which  he  had 
them;  that  is,  from  the  date  of  the  vesting  order.  Un- 
der the  old  law,  when  an  actual  assignment  was  neces- 
sary, the  creditor's  assignee,  by  virtue  of  the  assignment 
to  him,  stood  by  relation  in  the  place  of  the  provisional  as- 
signee, and  no  action  was  afterwards  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  latter :  Hepper  v.  Marshall  (a) ;  Willis  v.  Elliott  {b) : 
and  the  late  act  merely  substituted  the  vesting  order  fbr 
the  original  assignment,  and  the  appointment  fbr  the  ulti- 
mate assignment.  That  being  so,  the  appointment  is  evi- 
dence of  title,  not  merely  fh>m  the  time  when  it  bears  date, 
but  of  all  the  title  which  tinder  the  statute  it  operates  to 
convey*  [Lord  Abinger,  G.  B. — There  is  no  provision  to 
make  the  appointment  evidence  of  the  time  from  which  the 
title  accrues.  Alderson,  B.— The  act  makes  this  evidence 
of  the  appointment,  but  it  does  no  more ;  you  must  still 
prove  the  other  fkct,  when  the  provisional  assignee  was  ap- 
pointed, by  the  same  process,  namely,  by  a  certified  copy 
of  the  vesting  order.  It  is  no  essential  part  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  creditor's  assignee,  that  he  should  take  firom 
the  date  of  the  vesting  order.  Whatever  was  before  vested 
in  the  provisional  assignee,  he  takes  by  this  document ;  but 
what  rights  were  in  the  provisional  assignee  is  to  be  proved 

(a)  2  Bing.  972 ;  9  Moore,  710.    (h)  4  Bing.  332 ;  1  Moo.  &  P.  19. 
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by  the  vesting  order.]     Hie  schednle  has  filways  been  read  Bseh,  o/piea», 

as  evidence  of  the  dates  recited  upon  it.    At  all  events^  the     v  ^^^' 

proof  of  the  order  of  adjudication^  which  recites  the  dates 

of  all  the  previous  proceedingSi  was  sufficient  evidence  of 

title  before  the  conversion.     \_Alderson,  B. — ^The  time  of 

filing  the  petition  is  an  essential  part  of  the  adjudication 

as  to  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  j  that  document^  there- 

fore,  is  evidence  of  that  date.]     Yes ;  it  is  evidence  of  all 

which  bj  the  statute  ought  to  be  stated  therein :  and  it 

appears  from  it  that  the  title  of  the  provisional  assignee^ 

and  therefore  of  the  plaintiff^  accrued  on  the  20th  of 

August.     pLiord  Abtnger,  C.  B. — ^The  difficulty  appears  to 

be  removed  by  the  proof  of  the  adjudication.] 

Bere,  oontri. — ^It  is  submitted  that  the  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  statute  is^  that  the  estate  vests  in  the  creditor's 
asngnee  only  frt>m  the  date  of  his  appointment.  By  the 
7  GFeo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  19,  the  estate  was,  by  express  words, 
vested  in  the  assignee  by  relation  to  the  original  assign- 
ment. The  words  of  that  clause  are — ^^and  after  such  con- 
veyance and  assignment  by  such  provisional  assignee,  all  the 
estate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner  shall  be  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  as  effectually  and  legally  vested  by  relation 
in  sfuch  assignee  or  assignees,  as  if  the  said  conveyance 
and  assignment  had  been  made  by  such  prisoner  to  him  or 
them.'*  The  words  of  the  present  act  are  quite  different : 
the  45th  section  merely  says,  that  when  the  assignee  shall 
have  signified  to  the  Court  his  acceptance  of  the  appoint- 
ment, the  estate,  &c  vested  in  such  provisional  assignee  as 
sforewmd,  shall  immediately  vest  in  the  assignee  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors.  Those  words  are  satisfied  by  giv- 
ing him  the  same  estate  as  the  provisional  assignee  had, 
but  from  the  date  of  his  appointment  only.  \Alderson,  B. 
— The  provisional  assignee  has  all  the  estate  of  the  pri- 
soner vested  in  him,  and  all  that  he  has  vests  in  the  new 
assignee ;  therefore,  it  is  the  estate  of  the  prisoner  which 
is  transferred  to  the  new  assignee.    Then  was  not  this 

o  2 
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Ejreh.  of  pum,  part  of  the  estate  of  the  prisoner  on  the  24th  of  Angnst  ?] 
^  *  ^  Then  it  should  have  been  laid  as  a  conversion  in  the  time 
of  the  provisional  assignee^  like  the  case  of  a  conversion  in 
the  lifetime  of  a  testator  or  bankrupt^  in  an  action  by  the 
executor  or  assignee.  The  plaintiff  does  not  take  in  his 
own  character,  except  from  the  time  of  his  appointment. 

Secondly,  the  copy  of  the  adjudication  is  no  proof  of  the 
title  of  the  assignee:  for  that  purpose  it  should  be  certified 
by  the  officer  to  be  a  copy,  under  s.  105.  Neither  is  it 
evidence  by  way  of  recital,  of  the  date  of  the  vesting  order. 
^Aldersofif  B. — It  is  an  adjudication  of  the  prisoner's  dis- 
charge on  a  given  day,  which  is  a  certain  period  of  time 
from  the  date  of  the  vesting  order.]  It  is  not  an  adjudica- 
tion that  such  was  the  day  on  which  the  vesting  order  was 
made;  that  appears  merely  by  way  of  recital.  [Lord  Abm- 
ffer,  C.  B. — The  very  thing  the  Court  is  to  do  is  to  adjudge 
the  prisoner  to  be  discharged  from  all  the  debts  due  at  the 
time  of  making  the  vesting  order ;  therefore  that  date  is 
an  essential  part  of  the  adjudication.] 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — There  was  proof  of  a  conversion 
after  the  24th  of  August,  from  which  period  all  the  estate 
of  the  insolvent  became  vested  in  the  plaintiff.  After  the 
assignee  is  appointed,  all  the  rights  of  the  prisoner  vest  in 
him  from  the  date  of  the  vesting  order.  Then,  as  to  the 
evidence  to  shew  this  to  have  been  the  date  of  the  vesting 
order,  that  appears  from  the  adjudication,  which  must  state 
it,  because  the  Court  is  to  adjudge  the  prisoner  to  be  dis- 
charged from  all  the  debts  that  were  due  frt)m  him  at  the 
time  of  making  the  vesting  order.  The  date,  therefore, 
of  that  order  is  an  essential  part  of  the  adjudication,  and 
consequently  the  adjudication  is  good  proof  of  it.  I  agree 
that  the  copy  of  the  appointment  is  merely  evidence  of  the 
appointment,  but  no  evidence  of  the  vesting  order. 

Alderson,  B. — As  soon  as  you  shew  the  adjudication, 
and  by  it  the  date  of  the  vesting  order,  the  admission  on 
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Bxeh.  of  PUatt  it  was  further  agreed^  that  each  of  the  said  parties  should 
V   ^  '  ^     name  a  judge  to  decide  upon  the  said  courses^  and  that 

Daintree     the  said  judges  should  appoint  a  referee^  and  that  the  said 

If. 

HuTCHiMtoN.  match  between  the  said  greyhounds  should  be  run  on  the 
Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket  February  meetings 
1841 ;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  jEIOO  should  be  forfeited 
by  the  party  making  default  in  causing  his  greyhound  to 
run  the  said  match  or  courses^  which  said  sum  so  forfeited 
should  be  paid  by  the  party  forfeiting  the  same  to  the 
other  of  the  said  parties  who  should  be  ready  to  run  his 
said  greyhound.  The  declaration  then^  after  alleging  mu- 
tual promises^  averred^  that  the  Wednesday  during  the 
Newmarket  February  meetings  1841^  was  a  certain  day,  to 
wit,  the  8rd  day  of  February,  in  the  year  1841,  which 
period  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit ; 
and  that  the  said  greyhound  of  the  plaintiff  was  then 
ready  to  run  the  said  match  or  courses,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose was  then  put  in  the  dog-slips,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  then  called  upon  to  produce  his  said  greyhound  to  run 
the  said  match ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  then  ready  to 
have  named  his  judge  of  the  said  match  or  courses,  if  the 
defendant  would  have  produced  his  said  greyhound  ready 
to  run  the  said  match  :  yet  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor 
would  then  cause  his  greyhound  to  run  the  said  courses 
or  match,  but  therein  failed  and  made  default,  and  thereby 
forfeited  and  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
sum  of  £100;  but  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the 
said  sum,  but  refused  to  do  so.  There  was  also  a  count  on 
an  account  stated. 

Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit ;  secondly,  to  the  first  count, 
that  the  plaintiff's  greyhound  was  not  ready  to  run  the 
said  match,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.j  thirdly,  to  the  same 
count,  that  the  agreement  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
was  rescinded  by  mutual  consent  before  breach  thereof; 
and  fourthly,  to  the  same  count,  that  the  plaintiff^  before 
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breach,  exonerated  the  defendant  from  his  said  promise;  Bjich.ofPie9M^ 
on  which  pleas  issues  were  taken  and  joined.  ^^L.- 

The  cause  was  first  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Sum-      Daintrib 

mer  Assizes  for  Cambridgeshire,  1841,  when  the  following  HuTcuiNflow. 
agreement,  dated  28th  November,  1840,  was  put  in  in 
rapport  of  the  plaintiff's  case : — 

'*  Mr.  Hutchinson,  of  Norwood,  Nottinghamshire,  chal- 
lenges Captain  Daintree  to  run  a  greyhound  against  one 
of  his  for  £100,  the  best  of  three  courses  in  one  day,  and 
the  two  following  dogs  being  named:  Mr.  Hutchinson 
names  red-and- white  dog  Grasper;  Captain  Daintree  names 
fawn-and-white  dog  King  Cob;  each  party  to  name  a 
judge ;  those  judges  appointing  a  referee :  the  said  match 
to  be  run  on  the  Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket  Feb- 
ruary meeting,  1841.    P.  P. 

"  J.  Hutchinson, 
"  Witnesses  to  the  signing,  "  J.  C.  Daintree.'' 

H.  B.  Caldwell, 

Richard  Bagge.'' 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  member 
of  the  Newmarket  Club,  but  the  defendant  was  not. 
At  the  time  the  agreement  was  made,  the  Newmarket 
February  meeting  stood  appointed  for  Tuesday  the  2nd 
February,  weather  permitting;  and  it  was  shewn  to  be  the 
practice  of  the  Newmarket  Club  to  fix  at  their  November 
meeting  the  time  for  the  next  February  meeting,  which 
was  usually  the  first  or  second  Tuesday  in  that  month, 
weather  permitting;  and  if  at  the  meeting  the  ground 
proved  to  be  unfit  for  coursing,  their  practice  was  to  ad- 
journ to  a  given  day,  or  the  first  open  day. 

On  Tuesday,  the  2nd  February,  1841,  the  plaintiff  and 
defisndant  both  attended  at  Newmarket ;  but  there  being 
at  that  time  a  hard  frost,  it  was  impossible  to  run  the 
match,  and  the  club  adjourned  to  Tuesday  the  9th, 
weather  permitting.  The  frost,  however,  continued  beyond 
that  day,  and  the  meeting  was  ultimately  held  on  Tuesday, 
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Mittk.  tffPUn,  the  16th.  On  Wednesday,  the  17th,  the  plaintiff  came  with 

*  ^    his  dog  ready  to  run  the  match,  but  the  defendant  did  not 

Daimtsbb     appear.    Evidence  was  tendered  to  shew  that  the  letters 

HuTCRiMtoii.  P.  P.  signified  that  the  parties  were  bound  either  to  run 
the  match  or  forfeit  the  stakes.  This  evidence  was  ob->. 
jected  to,  but  was  received  by  the  learned  Judge.  In  sum-*, 
ming  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  his  lordship  directed  them, 
that  inasmuch  as  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  made 
Wednesday  the  8rd  February  was  the  day  fixed  upon  for 
running  the  match,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  shewn  to  have 
been  ready  with  his  dog  to  run  the  match  on  that  day, 
and  the  defendant  was  not  shewn  to  have  consented  to  run 
the  match  on  any  other  day,  the  second  issue  ought  to  be 
found  for  the  defendant.  The  jury  accordingly  found  that 
issue  for  the  defendant,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  other 
three  issues. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  evi- 
dence objected  to  had  been  improperly  received.  At  the 
sittings  in  banc  after  that  term  (Dec.  1), 

Gunning  (with  whom  was  Biggs  Andrews)  shewed  cause. 
-^The  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  was  correct.  This  being 
a  written  contract  made  between  these  two  parties,  could 
not  be  altered  by  third  parties  (as  the  Newmarket  Club 
must  be  taken  to  be),  without  any  notice  to  or  consent  by 
the  defendant.  At  least  it  should  have  been  shewn  that  the 
defendant,  who  was  not  a  member  of  the  club,  was  aware  of 
the  nature  of  its  rules.  This  was  an  agreement  for  a  match  to 
be  run  on  a  certain  day,  Wednesday  the  8rd  February,  and 
the  day  could  not  be  varied  without  the  defendant's  con- 
sent. [Alderson,  B. — It  is  a  question  of  construction,  not 
of  alteration ;  namely,  whether  the  expression  in  the  agree- 
ment, ''  the  Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket  February 
meeting,^'  means  the  Wednesday  of  the  week  in  which  the 
meeting  was  then  intended  to  be  held,  or  the  Wednesday 
during  the  February  meeting,  whenever  that  might  take^ 
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place:  if  the  latter^  that  would  be  Wednesday  the  17th^  E€ek.tifPi§M, 
because  there  was  no  Wednesday  during  the  meeting  which     ^  ^      ^ 
began  on  Tuesday  the  2nd^  and  which  was  adjourned  on     Daimtrbb 
that  day.]     The  meaning  could  hardly  be^  that  the  de-    Hotchinboit. 
fendant  should  be  subjected  to  the  inconvenience  of  bring- 
ing his  dog  firom  a  distant  place  at  every  adjournment  of 
the  meeting  which  the  club  might  choose  to  make. 

Secondly^  the  evidence  in  explanation  of  the  letters  P.P. 
ought  not  to  have  been  admitted.  [Alderson,  B.— Stand- 
ing by  themselves^  those  letters  are  insensible;  but  the 
evidence  confers  a  real  meaning  upon  them^  by  shewing 
what  the  parties  intended  by  them^  and  that  they  were  in- 
serted with  the  view  of  expressing  a  given  thing.  Parke, 
B. — ^There  can  be  no  doubt  the  evidence  was  receivable. 
It  is  like  the  case  of  a  word  written  in  a  foreign  language.] 
There  is  this  difference,  that  a  word  in  a  foreign  language 
has  a  meaning  to  parties  who  understand  the  language, 
when  these  letters  do  not  constitute  any  word,  and  are 
altogether  insensible.  [Parke,  B. — ^You  might  say  the 
same  of  the  letters  I.O.U.] 

Bglei  (with  whom  was  Kelly),  contra,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  made 
absolute.  The  question  turns  entirely  on  the  meaning  of 
the  terms  employed  in  this  contract,  whereby  the  parties 
agreed  that  a  match  should  be  run  between  their  dogs 
''on  the  Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket  February 
meeting,  1841 .''  Now  it  turns  out  that  the  Newmarket 
February  meeting  is  in  the  nature  of  a  moveable  feast;  not 
fixed  definitively  for  a  particular  day,  but  dependent  in 
some  d^ree  on  circumstances.  Here  it  was,  in  the  first 
instance,  fixed  for  the  2nd  February ;  not  positively,  but 
weather  permitting.  The  weather  not  permitting,  the  meet- 
ing did  not  then  take  place;  and  the  usage  appears  to  be. 
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MjKh.qfPha$,  in  such  casc^  for  the  Newmarket  Club  to  meet  and  adjourn 

'  ^     it  to  some  future  day,  with  an  understanding  that  the  ad- 

Daintreb     joumment  is  in  like  manner  to  be — "  weather  permitting/' 

If* 

HvTCHiMBON.  In  short,  the  evidence  goes  to  shew,  that  the  day  on  which 
the  Newmarket  February  meeting  is  to  be  held  is  altoge- 
ther uncertain.  Now  it  seems  to  me  that  the  meaning  of 
this  contract  is,  that  the  parties  have  bargained  that  their 
dogs  shall  run  on  the  Wednesday  during  that  intended 
meeting ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  contract  indicating  the 
precise  day  on  which  the  match  is  to  take  place,  but  it  is 
to  be  on  the  Wednesday  during  the  February  meeting, 
whatever  Wednesday  that  may  be.  Mr.  Gunnmff  contends 
that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  the  race  should 
be  run  on  the  Wednesday  in  the  week  of  the  meeting  as 
then  fixed;  but  if  that  was  their  intention,  the  contract 
should  have  been  differently  worded,  so  as  to  specify  Wed- 
nesday the  8rd  of  February  then  next  ensuing;  instead  of 
which,  they  agree  that  the  match  should  be  run  on  the 
Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket  meeting;  that  is,  as  it 
may  happen  to  be  held.  The  attending  on  several  occa- 
sions might  no  doubt  be  inconvenient  to  the  defendant, 
but  he  should  have  provided  against  that  by  his  contract ;  as 
it  stands,  both  were  bound  to  be  ready  with  their  dogs  on 
the  Wednesday  during  the  February  meeting,  whenever  it 
might  be  really  held.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  that  the 
learned  Judge  was  mistaken,  and  that  the  rule  must  be 
absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  am  now 
satisfied  that  I  took  a  wrong  view  of  this  contract  at  the 
trial,  in  construing  it  to  mean  the  Wednesday  in  the  week 
of  the  Newmarket  February  meeting,  as  then  settled :  if 
that  had  been  the  correct  view  of  it,  I  should  have  been 
right,  because  as  that  meeting  began  on  Tuesday  the  2nd 
of  February,  the  Wednesday  for  which  the  match  was 
fixed  would  be  a  definite  Wednesday,  limited  and  ascer- 
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tained  by  the  terms  of  the  contract.    But  the  expression  Bxeh,  qfPieoi, 
really  used  is,  "the  Wednesday  during  the  Newmarket     ^   ^^^^*  ^ 
Febmary  meeting ;''  and  that  must  mean,  that  as  the      Daintrsi 
meeting  commences  on  a  Tuesday,  the  match  shall  come    Hutcbiksov. 
off  on  the  Wednesday  during  the  meeting  in  February  at 
which  the  persons  who  firequent  that  meeting  course  their 
dogs ;  and  the  practice  appears  to  be  for  these  persons  to 
meet  on  the  Tuesday,  and  if  Wednesday  be  not  an  open 
dqr,  to  adjourn  to  the  first  open  Wednesday.  I  was  wrong, 
therefore,  in  the  construction  I  put  upon  the  contract  at 
the  triaL 

Gurnet,  B. — Both  parties  must  have  very  well  under- 
stood, although  both  were  not  members  of  the  dub,  that 
coursing  matches  must  depend  upon  the  weather. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 


The  cause  was  tried  again  at  the  last  Cambridgeshire 
Assizes,  before  Tindal,  C.  J.  The  same  evidence  was 
again  given,  but  it  appeared  also  that  the  Newmarket 
meetings  were  held  under  certain  printed  rules,  and  it  was 
objected  for  the  defendant  that  they  oiight  to  have  been 
produced,  and  that  in  the  absence  o£  them  there  was  no 
legitimate  evidence  whereby  to  construe  the  contract  to 
apply  to  the  adjourned  meeting.  The  learned  judge  over- 
ruled this  objection,  and  the  plaintiff  had  |i  verdict,  da« 
mages  iSlOO,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. — In  Easter  Term  (April  15), 

Biffff9  Andrews  moved  accordingly. — The  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  produced  the  rule  which  authorized  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  meeting.  Without  it  there  was  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  to  run  the  match  on  the 
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ExdL  rf  Phoi,  day  alleged  in  the  dedaration,  viz.,  the  Wednesday  during 
.  ^o^*  ^  the  February  meeting.  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the  meeting 
Daisttixb  were  actually  fixed  on  a  day  contrary  to  the  rules,  is  not 
HuTCHiNioif.  that  the  time  at  which  the  match  is  to  be  run  ?]  There  is 
nothing  to  bind  the  defendant,  who  is  a  stranger  to  the 
dub  and  its  rules,  to  attend  at  any  time  but  when  the 
meeting  was  regularly  held.  The  stewards  of  the  club 
could  only  act  under  the  written  authority  delegated  to 
them  by  the  rule,  which  therefore  ought  to  have  been  pro- 
duced and  shewn  to  have  been  complied  with.  [Parke,  B. 
— ^The  agreement  is  that  the  match  shall  be  run  during 
the  Newmarket  meeting,  and  it  was  suffident  for  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  that  he  was  ready  at  the  time  when  the 
meeting  was  actually  hdd.  Even  if  the  rules  were  violated, 
but  by  common  consent  the  meeting  was  postponed  to 
another  week,  that  would  be  the  time  at  which  race  was  to 
be  run.] 

Secondly,  this  was  a  ''  dog-match,^'  and  therefore  illegal 
within  the  express  terms  of  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  s.  2.  The 
question  is,  whether  that  illegality  can  be  taken  advantage 
of  under  the  general  issue.  Here  the  illegality  appears  on 
the  plaintiff's  own  case.  [Parke,  B. — Fenwick  v.  Lojf- 
cock  (a)  is  an  authority  that  the  illegality  must  neverthe- 
less be  pleaded.] 

Thirdly,  the  declaration  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
inasmuch  as  this  was  an  illegal  game  within  the  stat.  9 
Anne,  c.  14,  and  therefore  any  contract  arising  out  of  it 
was  void  in  law.  He  dted  LyndU  v.  Longbotham  {b),  Jef^ 
freys  v.  Walter  (c),  Whaley  v.  Pajot  {d).  Young  v.  Moore  (e), 
Broum  v.  Berkeley  (/). — On  this  point  a  rule  was  granted, 
against  which 

Bvlea  now  shewed  cause. — This  is  a  valid  contract  at 
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common  law^  as  it  is  neither  immoral  nor  contrary  to  pub-  B^ch.  tf  pum, 
lie  policy;  and  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  provi-  '  ^ 

sions  in  the  statutes  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  or  9  Anne,  c.  14,  to  Daintbsb 
invalidate  it ;  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  shew  Hutchinson. 
that  there  is.  The  stat.  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  was  not  levelled  against 
gaming  generally,  but  only  against  deceitful  and  excessive 
gaming.  The  title  is,  ''An  Act  against  deceitful,  disor- 
derly,  and  excessive  Gteming.'^  And  the  second  section 
enacts,  ''that  if  any  person  or  persons  do  or  shall  by 
any  firaud,  shift,  cousenage,  circumvention,  deceit,  or 
unlawful  device  or  ill  practice  whatsoever,  in  playing  at  or 
with  cards,  dice,  tables,  &c.,  or  by  cock-fighting,  horse- 
races, dag-matches,  foot-races,  or  other  pastimes,  game  or 
games  whatsoever,  or  in  or  by  bearing  a  share  or  part  in 
the  stakes,  wagers,  or  adventures,  or  in  or  by  betting  on 
the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  or  shall  play,  act,  ride,  or 
run  as  aforesaid,  win,  obtain,  or  acquire  to  him  or  them- 
selves, or  to  any  other  or  others,  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money,  or  other  valuable  thing  or  things  whatsoever,  that 
then  every  person  and  persons  so  offending  as  aforesaid 
shall  ipso  &cto  forfeit  and  lose  treble  the  sxun  or  value  of 
money  or  other  thing  so  won,  gained,  obtained,  or  ac- 
quired." The  word  "dog-matches"  in  that  section  does 
not  mean  "dog-races:"  coursing  was  not  a  diversion 
then  known,  as  it  is  not  alluded  to  in  Strutt's  Pastimes, 
but  is  of  more  recent  introduction.  Those  "  dog-matchejs" 
were  fights  between  dogs,  and  with  bulls  and  bears,  which 
were  then  common.  This  clause,  at  all  events,  relates  to 
deceitful  gaming  only,  as  appears  also  firom  the  marginal 
note  at  the  side  of  it.  Here  there  is  no  imputation  of  any 
"firaud,  shift,  cousenage,  circumvention,  deceit,  or  unlaw- 
ful device  or  ill  practice."  There  are  none  of  those  words 
which  do  not  ex  vi  termini  import  fraud  or  deceit.  It  ap- 
plies also  to  cases  where  the  sum  of  money  or  other  thing 
is  actually  won,  gained,  obtained,  or  acquired. 
Then  the  Srd  section  was  intended  to  prevent  excessive 
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Bimh.  qf  PhM,  gaming.    It  says  "  that  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  at 

-     any  time  or  times  play  at  any  of  the  said  games,  or  any  other 

Daihtisb     pastime,  game  or  games  whatsoever  (other  than  with  and 

HvTCHiNsoH.  for  ready  money)^  or  shall  bet  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such 
as  do  or  shall  play  thereat^  and  shall  lose  any  sum  or  sums 
of  money  or  other  thing  or  things  so  played  for^  exceeding 
the  sum  of  £\W  at  any  one  time  or  meeting,  upon  ticket 
or  credit,  or  otherwise,  and  shall  not  pay  down  the  same 
at  the  time  when  he  or  they  shall  so  lose  the  same,  the 
party  and  paHies  who  loseth  or  shall  lose  the  said  monies, 
or  other  thing  or  things,  so  played  or  to  be  played  for, 
above  the  said  sum  of  £100,  shall  not  in  that  case  be  bound 
or  compelled  or  compellable  to  pay  or  make  good  the  same, 
but  the  contract  and  contracts  for  the  same,  and  all  and  sin- 
gular judgments,  statute8,recogniEances,  mortgages,  conyey- 
ances,  assurances,  bonds,  bills,  specialties,  promises,  coye- 
uants,  agreements,  and  other  acts,  deeds,  and  securities 
whatsoever,  which  shall  be  obtained,  made,  given,  acknow- 
ledged, or  entered  into  for  security  or  satisfaction  of  or  for 
the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  utterly  void  and  of 
none  effect/'  and  it  goes  on  to  provide,  that  the  person  so 
ivinning  above  the  sum  of  £100,  shall  forfeit  treble  the  value 
of  the  sum  so  won.  The  statute  says,  therefore,  first,  that  a 
person  shall  not  win  KuyiAAa^  fraudulently ;  and  secondly, 
that  he  shall  not  win  more  than  £100  in  any  way^  or  the 
contract  shall  be  void.  This  case  falls  within  neither  of 
those  provisions.  There  is  here  no  deceitful  gaming,  nor  for 
more  than  £100.  Then  the  stat.  9  Anne,  c.  14,  has  this 
title, — *'  An  Act  for  the  better  preventing  of  excessive  and 
deceitful  gaming/'  and  it  recites  that  **  the  laws  now  in 
force  for  preventing  the  mischiefs  which  may  happen  by 
gaming,  have  not  been  found  sufficient  for  that  purpose  /' 
and  the  1st  section  enacts  ''  that  all  notes,  bills,  bonds, 
judgments,  mortgages,  or  other  securities  or  conveyances 
whatsoever,  given,  granted,  drawn,  or  entered  into  or  exe- 
cuted by  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever^  where  the 
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wliole  or  any  part  of  the  consideration  of  such  conveyances  S^fch.  qfPietUf 
or  securities  shall  be  for  any  money  or  other  valuable  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
thing  whatsoever  won  by  gaming  or  plajdng  at  cards^  dice^  Daintreb 
tables^  tennis,  bowls,  or  other  game  or  games  whatsoever,  HuTcuiKsoir. 
or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  game  at 
any  of  the  games  aforesaid,  or  for  the  reimbursing  or  re* 
paying  any  money  knowingly  lent  or  advanced  for  such 
gaming  or  betting  as  aforesaid,  or  lent  and  advanced  at  the 
time  and  place  of  such  play,  to  any  person  or  persons  so 
gaming  or  betting  as  aforesaid,  or  that  shall,  during  such 
play,  so  play  or  bet,  shall  be  utterly  void.*'  That  section 
18  clearly  inapplicable;  for  here  there  has  been  no  play,  nor 
is  this  a  contract  in  writing  to  secure  the  amount  of  money 
WOD  at  play.  The  act  provides  that  certain  written  secu- 
rities given  for  that  purpose  shall  be  void ;  and  even  as- 
suming a  dog-race  to  be  a  game  within  that  statute,  this 
contract  is  not  void,  as  it  does  not  extend  to  parol  con- 
tracts. That  was  expressly  held  in  Bobmson  v.  Bland  {a), 
and  Barjeau  v.  Walmsley  {b).  In  the  former  case,  Lord 
Mofufield,  C.  J.,  puts  it  on  the  ground  "  that  the  legislature 
meant  only  to  avoid  the  security,  not  the  contract;''  and 
says  that  it  had  been  twice' judicially  determined,  in  Slater 
V.  Emerson,  coram  Eyre,  C.  J.,  and  Barjeau  v.  Walms^ 
ley.  So  that  there  are  three  distinct  decisions  that  the 
stat.  9  Ann.  only  applies  to  written  securities.  In  Younff 
V.  Moore  (c),  a  defendant,  who  had  been  arrested  for  money 
won  at  play,  was  discharged  out  of  custody  on  entering  a 
common  appearance :  but  that  case  arose  only  incidentally, 
and  proceeded  on  the  2nd  section  of  the  stat.  of  Anne,  and 
only  part  of  the  Court  were  present,  the  Chief  Justice  and 
Noel,  J.,  being  absent.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose 
the  statute  makes  the  securities  void  only;  how  is  that 
consistent  with  allowing  the  monies  to  be  recovered  back  ?] 


(a)  1  Sir  W.  BL  260 ;  2  Burr.  (6)  2  Stra.  1249. 

1077.  (c)  2  Wa».  67. 
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Sxeh,  qfPiea$,  It  is  under  the  2d  section,  and  not  under  the  Ist,  that  the 

^   ^^     ^     money  may  be  recovered  back,  and  this  case  is  not  within 

Daintmb     the  2nd  section.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  consequence 

mm 

HuTCHiNgoN.  of  holding  that  the  statute  does  not  extend  to  parol  con- 
tracts would  be,  that  if  no  security  were  taken,  money  may 
be  lent  to  any  extent  to  play  with.]  No ;  the  2d  section 
gives  a  popular  action  to  recover  the  money,  if  the  person 
losing  the  money  does  not  sue  for  it  within  the  time 
limited.  Two  mischiefs  were  intended  to  be  provided  against 
by  that  statute ;  one,  that  where  a  party  loses  money  at 
play,  and  a  security  is  given,  he  shall  not  be  obliged  to  pay 
the  money  he  so  loses  :  the  other,  that  the  person  betting 
shall  not  recover  his  bet  if  it  exceeds  £10.  The  distinction 
is  between  bets  above  and  under  £10.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — These  statutes,  you  say,  do  not  make  all  betting 
illegal,  but  only  betting  on  matters  of  chance.]  In  SldUUo 
V.  T^eed  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
on  a  bill  given  in  payment  of  a  bet  above  £10,  lost  at  a 
legal  horse-race;  but  the  Court  there  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  a  wager  not  exceeding  £10  was  legal,  and 
might  be  recovered.  If  there  is  no  written  security,  the 
first  section  does  not  apply,  and  nothing  under  £10  is 
within  the  2nd ;  if  the  game  be  an  illegal  one,  then  all  bets 
are  void ;  if  a  legal  one,  bets  under  £10  are  valid.  Bamef 
V.  Booth  {b),  M'Allester  v.  Haden  (c).  Suppose  a  match  at 
cricket,  which  is  within  the  statute,  and  a  bet  under  £10, 
that  bet  may  be  recovered.  Hodson  v.  TerriU  (d).  In  that 
case,  the  reason  for  holding  the  bet  on  a  cricket-match  to 
be  illegal  and  void  was,  that  the  bet  was  for  £20,  and 
therefore  above  the  amount  allowed. 

Then  as  to  the  2nd  section,  it  enacts,  ''that  any  person 
or  persons  whatsoever,  who  shall  at  any  time  or  sitting,  by 
playing  at  cards,  dice,  tables,  or  other  game  or  games 
whatsoever,  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as 

(a)  7  Bing.  405.  (e)  2  Camp.  438. 

(6)  2  W.  Bl.  1725.  {d)  1  C.  &  M.  767. 
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do  play  at  any  of  the  games  aforesaid^  lose  to  any  one  or  &reA.o/PiM», 
more  person  or  persons  so  playing  or  bettings  in  the  whole  v  ^  . 
the  sum  or  value  of  £10,  and  shall  pay  or  deliver  the  same  Daintreb 
or  any  part  thereof,  the  person  or  persons  so  losing  and  Hutchinsov. 
paying,  or  delivering  the  same,  shall  be  at  liberty  within 
three  month  then  next  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  money 
mr  goods  so  lost^  and  paid  or  delivered,  or  any  part  thereof, 
from  the  respective  winner  or  winners  thereof,  with  costs 
of  suit,  &c/'  That  section  does  not  make  the  gaining  void 
or  the  receipt  of  the  money  illegal,  but  merely  gives  a  re* 
medy  to  recover  it  back.  This  is  not  a  case  within  that 
section.  The  money  was  not  to  be  lost  or  won  at  one  time 
or  sitting :  the  determination  of  the  wager  was  to  be  by 
the  best  of  three  courses.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  meaning 
of  one  time  or  sitting  is,  one  event.  It  is  like  a  rubber  of 
whist,  where  the  parties  succeed  who  gain  the  best  out  of 
three  games ;  but  there  the  rubber  is  one  event.]  But 
supposing  this  race,  if  actually  run,  to  be  within  the  act, 
there  was  no  race;  there  was  no  "playing*'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  2nd  section ;  for  no  match  was  run.  [AU 
derson,  B. — Is  it  not  illegal  to  contract  to  run  a  match 
which,  if  run,  will  be  illegal  within  the  2nd  section?] 
There  is  nothing  in  the  2nd  section  to  make  the  contract 
illegal.  That  section  is  more  extensive  than  the  first. 
[AIder$<m,  B. — Can  a  contract  which,  if  carried  out,  could 
not  be  enforced,  be  enforced  so  far  as  to  make  a  contract- 
ing party  pay  for  not  carrying  it  out  ?]  Not  if  it  be  iU 
l^al.  But  if  the  2nd  section  only  extends  to  make  the 
money  recoverable  if  the  game  be  played,  how  can  that  pre- 
vent a  man  from  recovering  another  sum  agreed  to  be  paid 
if  the  game  be  not  played  ?  There  is  no  express  prohibi- 
tion of  the  contract ;  only  a  certain  condition  annexed  to 
it,  that  if  the  game  be  played,  and  money  won  under  it 
above  £10,  the  money  shall  be  paid  back.  But  the  money 
claimed  here  is  not  that  money,  but  other  money  agreed 
to  be  paid  if  the  match  be  not  run.    [Alderson,  B. — Is  not 

VOL.  X.  H  M.  w. 
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Bxek.  qfpieat,  the  sum  to  be  paid  in  case  the  match  was  run  and  lost^  the 

^    same  snm  which  was  to  be  paid  in  case  the  match  was  not 

Daiktreb     run?]     No;  the  sums  are  not  treated  as  the  same  in  the 

Hutchinson,  declaration.  It  states  that  whichever  greyhound  should  be 
the  best  in  the  three  courses,  he  should  be  deemed  the 
winner,  and  the  owner  of  the  said  greyhound  should  re- 
ceive from  the  owner  of  the  other  greyhound  the  sum  of 
£100;  and  it  afterwards  states  that  the  said  sum  of  dElOO 
should  be  forfeited  by  either  party  who  should  make  de- 
fault in  causing  his  greyhound  not  to  run  the  said  match, 
which  said  sum  should  be  paid  to  the  other  party  who 
should  be  ready  to  run  his  greyhound.  [AldersoHj  B. — 
Surely  that  comes  to  the  same  thing  as  '^  play  or  pay.'^] 
Lastly,  this  is  not  a  game  within  the  statute.  Suppose  two 
greyhounds  are  running  after  a  hare,  and  a  bet  is  made 
upon  one  of  them  catching  her,  is  that  a  bet  upon  persons 
^^ playing ''  at  a  game  within  the  act?  It  is  submitted  that 
it  clearly  is  not. 

Biggs  Andrews,  and  Bere^  in  support  of  the  rule,  were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — We  need  not  hear  counsel  in 
support  of  this  rule,  as  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to 
be  made  absolute.  The  stat.  J  6  Car.  2,  c.  7,  s.  3,  provides 
that  '*  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  at  any  time  or  times 
play  at  any  of  the  said  games  *^  (being  the  games  enume- 
rated in  the  second  section),  *'  or  any  other  pastime,  game 
or  games  whatsoever  (other  than  with  and  for  ready 
money),  or  shall  bet  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do 
or  shall  play  thereat,  and  shall  lose  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money,  or  other  thing  or  things  so  played  for,  exceeding 
the  sum  of  £100,  at  any  one  time  or  meeting,  upon  ticket 
or  credit,  or  otherwise,  and  shall  not  pay  down  the  same  at 
the  time  when  he  or  they  shall  so  lose  the  same,  the  party 
and  parties  who  loseth  or  shall  lose  the  said  monies  or 
other  thing  or  things  so  played,  or  to  be  played  for,  above 


TRINITY   TERH^   5  VICT.  99 

the  said  sum  of  £100^  shall  not^  in  that  case,  be  bound  or  Bxch.  qfPieas, 
compelled  or  compellable  to  pay  or  make  good  the  same;  but 
the  contract  and  contracts  for  the  same,  &c.,  shall  be  utterly 
"void  and  of  none  effect/'  The  statute  of  Anne  reduces  the  Hutchinson. 
amount  from  £100  to  £10,  leaving  the  law,  in  other  re- 
spects, as  it  stood  before,  and  though  that  statute  does  not 
specify  all  the  different  games  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
act,  yet  it  contains  the  comprehensive  words,  ''other  game 
or  games  whatsoever,'^  which  have  been  very  properly  held 
to  include  horse  and  foot  races,  and  other  matches  of  a 
similar  nature.  I  think  dog  matches,  like  the  present, 
stand  upon  the  same  footing  with  them,  and  I  can  see  no 
reason  for  holding  that  they  are  not  included.  This  being 
a  game,  therefore,  within  the  provisions  of  that  statute, 
and  the  stake  depending  upon  its  issue  exceeding  £10,  the 
question  arises  whether  this  was  not  a  contract  binding  a 
party  to  do  an  act  which  the  2nd  section  of  the  9  Anne 
renders  penal.  The  very  object  of  the  contract  was  to 
make  the  defendant  pay  that  bet  which,  being  for  a  sum  of 
above  £10,  the  act  intended  to  prohibit,  and  consequently 
rendered  illegal.  That  being  so,  it  is  a  contract  which 
cannot  be  enforced ;  and  this  rule  must  therefore  be  made 
absolute. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rolfs,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  course 
of  the  argument,  I  was  much  struck  by  some  of  the  very 
ingenious  observations  made  by  Mr.  Byles,  but  upon  re- 
ference to  the  5th  section  of  the  9th  Anne,  c.  14,  all  doubt 
was  removed  from  my  mind.  That  section  provides, 
"  That  if  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  at  any  time  or 
times,  do  or  shall  by  any  fraud  or  shift,  cosenage,  circum- 
vention, deceit,  or  unlawful  device,  or  ill  practice  what- 
soever, in  playing  at  or  with  cards,  dice,  or  any  of  the 
games  aforesaid,  or  in  or  by  bearing  a  share  or  part  in  the 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  stakes^  wagcrs,  or  adventures^  or  in  or  by  betting  on  the 

^  '  .     sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  or  shall  play  as  aforesaid^  win, 

Daintrbb      obtain,  or  acquire  to  him  or  themselves,  or  to  any  other  or 

Hutchinson,   others,  any  sum  or  8um8  of  money,  or  other  valuable  thing 

or  things  whatsoever,  or  shall  at  any  one  time  or  sitting 
win  of  any  one  or  more  person  or  persons  whatsoever  ai(n;e 
the  sum  or  value  of  £10,  that  then  every  person  or  persons 
so  winning  by  such  ill  practice  as  aforesaid,  or  winning  at 
any  one  time  or  sitting  above  the  said  sum  or  value  of  dElO, 
and  being  convicted  of  any  of  the  said  offences,  upon  an 
indictment  or  information  to  be  exhibited  against  him  or 
them  for  that  purpose,  shall  forfeit  five  times  the  value  of 
the  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  thing  so  won  as  afore- 
said, and  in  case  of  such  ill  practice  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
deemed  infamous,  and  suffer  such  corporal  punishment  as 
in  cases  of  wilful  perjury/'  Assuming  Mr.  Byles^s  inter- 
pretation of  the  statute  of  Charles  to  be  correct,  still  if  a 
dog-race  is  within  the  words  of  that  act,  and  one  of  the 
games  referred  to  in  this  fifth  section  of  the  statute  of 
Anne,  we  find  a  clear  distinction  pointed  out  by  the  latter 
between  fraudulent  play  and  playing  to  the  amount  of  £\0. 
In  the  one  case  the  party  who  shall  win  any  money,  &c.,  by 
fraud  is  made  subject  to  an  indictment,  to  forfeit  five  times 
the  value  of  the  money  won,  and  be  subject  to  corporal 
punishment;  in  the  other,  the  person  who  shall  win  at  any 
one  time  more  than  dElO,  without  any  fraud,  is  only  to 
forfeit  five  times  the  amount.  I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of 
opinion  that  to  receive  more  than  £10  on  the  restilt  of  a 
dog«match  is  illegal ;  and  the  object  of  this  contract  be- 
ing to  compel  one  or  other  of  the  parties  to  do  so,  I  think 
it  is  an  illegal  contract,  and  cannot  be  enforced. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B.,  added  that  Alderson,  B.,  who 
had  left  the  Court  before  the  conclusion  of  the  argument, 
entirely  concurred  in  the  judgment  they  had  just  given. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Bj:ch.  of  PleoM^ 
1842. 
RisELEY  V,  Ryle,  Esq.  '''— *v^— ^ 

CJune  6. 
ASE  against  the  Sheriff  of  Cheshire,  on  the  stat.  8  Anne,  a  declaration 
c.  14, 8. 1.— The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas  heretofore,  |S/ihtrTon' 
to  wit,  on  the  25th  December  1841,  and  for  a  long  space  thestat-SAnne, 

c  !♦,  for  re- 
ef tune  then  last  past,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  fi^e  years,  one  moving  goodi 

J.  Knott  and  one  W.  Knott  occupied  a  certain  brewery,  g.  '^  without 

dwelling-house,  and  appurtenances,  as  tenants  thereof  to  P*y^«ntof*»'- 

the  plaintiff,  at  a  certain  rent  theretofore  payable  by  the  <iue  to  the 

.  J         _.  .^  !••/«/»        t  plaintiff,  must 

said  J.  Knott  and  W.  Knott  to  the  plamtui  for  the  same,  shew  diitinctij 
It  then  alleged  that  the  sum  of  £250,  for  one  year's  rent  IIl,*,[cy^*n'the 
ending  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  was  due  and  in  ?/«"»•«»  «»»^- 
arrear,  and  that  the  defendant,  being  sheriff  of  the  county  time  of  the 
of  Chester,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  issued  against  the  goods :  and  thit 
said  J.  Knott  and  W.  Knott,  together  with  one  C.  Knott,  |y",°Vrrfd"by^ 
at  the  suit  of  one  John  Jackson,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  *  »t*ten»cnr, 

that  the  debtor 

Cheshire,  ''  took  certain  goods  and  chattels  then  lying  and  heretofore,  to 
being  in  and  upon  the  said  brewery,  dwelling-house,  and  and'  for  a  long 
appurtenances,  so  in  the  tenure  and  occupation  of  the  said  Jherpast^occu- 
J.  Knott  and  W.  Knott  as  aforesaid,  of  great  value,  &c/' —  P»«d  certain 

premises  as  te- 

The  declaration  then  averred  notice  to  the  sheriff,  before  nant  thereof  to 
the  removal  of  the  goods,  of  the  rent  being  due  to  the  lnd?haTthe 
plaintiff,  and  request  of  payment  thereof,  and  alleged  as  a  ^i^'endant  took 
breach  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  carried  away  the  "  then  lying 
goods,  without  paying  or  satisfying  the  plaintiff  the  said  and  upon  the 
MTears  of  rent,  &c.,  &c.  li::^:^'^ 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  no  cause  of  occupancy  of" 
action  appears  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as  as  aforesaid, 
it  is  not  stated,  nor  does  it  appear  therein,  that  any  tenancy 
was  subsisting  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  J.  Knott 
and  W.  Knott  of  the  said  brewery,  Sec.,  either  at  the  time 
when  the  said  goods  and  chattels  are  said  to  have  been 
taken  by  the  defendant  under  the  fi.  fa.,  or  at  the  time  of 
the  removal  of  the  same ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  said 
J.  Knott  and  W.  Knott  were,  or  that  either  of  them  was. 
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Etch,  of  Pieas,  in  possession  of  the  said  premises^  or  any  part  thereof,  at 
^  '   -    the  time  of  the  said   taking  or   removal.  —  Joinder  in 

RisBLEY       demurrer. 

p. 


Ryle. 


Atkinson  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  but  the 
Court  called  upon 

Crompionj  contra. — The  words  "  then  lying  and  being  in 
and  upon  the  said  brewery,  &c.,  so  in  the  tenure  and  occu* 
pation  of  the  said  J.  Knott  and  W.  Knott  as  aforesaid,^' 
sufficiently  shew  that  the  tenancy  and  the  occupation  sub- 
sisted at  the  time  of  the  taking.  The  words  "  so  in  the 
tenure,^'  &c.,  mean,  so  being  at  the  last  antecedent  period, 
which  is  the  time  of  the  seizure.  This  form  of  declaration 
has  been  invariably  adopted,  and  is  the  only  precedent  to 
be  found  in  the  books  (a). 

Per  Curiam. — We  think  you  had  better  amend. 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  2  Chit.  PI.  586  ;  8  Went  445. 


•      ^  Phillips  and  Others  v.  Claooett. 

In  an  action  on  xN  this  case  the  declaration  contained  ten  counts.  The 
a  bailee  of  ""*  ^^^  ^^^  ^®^  ^^  trovcT,  for  Certain  hogsheads  of  tobacco : 
goods  delivered  ^jj^  other  five  sct  forth,  that  the  plaintiffs  having  employed 
ward  by  the       the  defendant  at  his  request,  for  certain  reasonable  reward, 

plaintiff,  con- 
taining some 

counts  charging  a  misuser  of  the  goods,  whereby  they  were  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  and  other  counts 
in  trover,  the  defendant  cannot  plead  generally  in  abatement,  that  they  were  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  other  persons. 

A  plea  in  abatement  for  the  misjoinder  of  parties,  pleaded  to  several  counts,  if  bad  as  to  any 
of  them,  is  bad  altogether,  and  there  must  be  a  general  judgment  of  respondeat  ouster;  although 
it  would  have  been  good  if  pleaded  separately  to  the  other  counts. 
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in  the  capacity  of  an  agent  or  factor,  to  receive  and  take  Exch,  of  Pleats 
into  his  possession  certain  hogsheads  of  tobacco  belonging     ^   ^^  '   ^ 
to  the  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  misconducted  himself,  after       Phillips 
the  receipt  thereof,  in  and  about  the  care  and  disposal  of     Claoobtt. 
the  same,  and  by  reason  of  such  misconduct  they  became 
and  were  wholly  lost   to  the  plaintiffs.     The  defendant 
pleaded  in  abatement,  to  the  whole  declaration,  that  the 
goods  therein  mentioned  were  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiffs  only,  but  were  the  joint  property  of  the  plaintiffs 
and  two  other  persons.   To  this  plea  the  plaintiffs  demurred, 
and  the  defendant  joined  in  demurrer. 

Crompton,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  CJourt. 

Kelly,  contra. — The  last  five  counts  of  the  declaration 
are  not  founded  upon  a  contract,  but  upon  a  supposed  duty 
resulting  from  a  contract.  The  grievance  complained  of  in 
those  counts  is  the  misuser  of  the  goods  by  the  defendant^ 
contrary  to  his  duty.  This,  therefore,  is  not  an  action  of 
contract,  but  of  tort ;  and  the  plaintiffs  having  chosen  tO 
adopt  that  form  of  action,  have  subjected  themselves  to  the 
consequences  of  doing  so ;  one  of  which  is,  that  a  plea  in 
abatement,  for  the  nonjoinder  of  the  other  persons  inte- 
rested in  the  goods,  may  be  pleaded:  Addison  v.  Over" 
end  (a).  Although  the  contract  was  made  with  the  plaintiffs 
alone,  any  other  persons  who  had  an  interest  in  the  goods 
might  make  the  same  complaint  against  the  defendant  in 
an  action  ex  delicto,  and  therefore  the  only  way  in  which 
he  can  protect  himself  against  a  multiplicity  of  actions,  and 
from  paying  the  value  of  the  goods  several  times  over,  is  by 
a  plea  in  abatement.  It  would  be  no  defence  to  this  ac- 
tion to  shew  at  the  trial  that  the  goods  belonged  to  other 
persons  besides  the  plaintiffs ;  whereas  if  they  had  sued  in 

(o)  6  T.  R.  766. 
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i>eA.  ^f  meoM,  assumpsit,  they  would  have  been  defeated  on  the  general 
.  /J      ^    issue.    At  any  rate,  the  plea  is  good  as  to  the  first  five 
Phillips      eounts,  and  the  writ  must  be  abated  and  quashed  as  to 
Claooett.     that  part.     The  case  of  Fbwell  v.  Fullerton  (a)  is  an  autho- 
rity to  shew  that  this  may  be  done. 

Crongfion,  for  the  plaintiffs,  referred  to  Henries  v.  Jamie* 
9(m{b). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^This  is  a  perfectly  clear  case.  K 
the  defendant  had  pleaded  separately  to  the  first  five  counts, 
that  other  parties  besides  the  plaintiffs  had  an  interest  in 
the  goods,  that  plea  might  have  been  good ;  but  this  plea 
in  abatement  is  no  answer  at  all  to  the  other  counts  of  the 
declaration,  and  which  are  framed  upon  contracts  which 
the  defendant  admits  himself  to  have  made  with  the  plain- 
tiffs alone.  It  is  urged,  however,  that  we  may  take  the 
plea  distributively,  and  quash  the  writ  as  to  the  first  five 
counts,  and  award  a  judgment  of  respondeat  ouster  as  to 
the  residue.  Fleas  in  abatement  are  never  favoured  by  the 
Court;  and  I  think  that  such  a  plea,  if  bad  as  to  part, 
is  bad  as  to  the  whole.  The  case  of  Powell  v.  Ftdlerian  has 
been  cited  as  an  authority  to  the  contrary,  but  that  is 
clearly  distinguishable :  for  there  the  plea  was  not  pleaded 
to  the  whole  declaration,  but  to  a  part  of  it  only,  although 
it  improperly  prayed  judgment  of  the  whole  writ ;  but  that 
was  a  mere  irregilhirity,  which  did  not  vitiate  the  plea  alto- 
gether. I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  we  cannot  give  our 
judgment  as  to  part  of  the  plea,  and  another  judgment  as 
to  the  residue,  but  there  must  be  one  general  judgment  of 
respondeat  ouster. 

Alderson,  B.,  Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfs,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  of  respondeat  ouster. 

(fl)  2  Bos.  &  P.  420.  (b)  5  T.  R.  553. 
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BuETON  V.  Henson  and  Kesbet.  '""T^^'T^ 

_.  June  2. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assault^  to  which  the  defendants  a  parish  clerk 

pleaded  not  gmlty  by  statute.  5pL^f™« 

At  the  trial  before  GumeyJB..  at  the  last  assizes  at  Chelms-  ^}*  »®<»  *>J 

^'     '  the  rector, 

ford,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  the  church-  though  irregu* 
wardens  of  the  parish  of  North  weald  Bassett,  in  the  county  ther^appoint!^ 
of  Essex,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  appointed  clerk  ^*g^JJ*f^^ 
of  the  same  parish  in  1806.     He  had  continued  to  fill  that  church  before 

divine  service 

office  till  the  1st  July,  1841,  when  he  was  dismissed  by  the  bad  com- 
vicar  under  the  following  circumstances : — He  had  origi-  [I^k*^^tiwioii 
nally  been  appointed  at  an  annual  salary  of  5/.  5*. ;  but  this  ®^  ^^f^^^a 
haying  been  reduced,  high  words  had  ensued  between  the  that  ihe  church* 
plaintiff,  the  churchwardens,  and  the  vicar;  and  although  justified  in  re- 
he  officiated  at  the  clerk^s  desk  during  the  sacrament,  the  from"the^d!^k*f 
plaintiff  declined  to  receive  it,  as  he  was  on  bad  terms  with  desk,  and  also 

out  of  the 

these  parties.    An  application  having  subsequently  been  church,  if  they 

made  to  the  Bishop  of  London  by  the  vicar,  on  the  15th  g?oundi^or*bet 

June,  1841,  the  plaintiff  was  prevailed  upon  to  sign  an  ^*  „JJf  *^*^**• 

apology  for  his  absence  and  his  disrespectful  expressions,  terruption  du- 

with  a  promise  of  more  becoming  demeanour  for  the  fu-  brationofdil 

ture.    A  few  days  afterwards,  in  a  conversation  with  the  ^*°*  •«>^«ce- 

parish  schoolmaster  respecting  the  terms  of  this  document, 

and  in  answer  to  an  observation  made  by  the  latter,  that 

the  vicar  had  said  he  had  read  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  loud  as 

ever  he  read  a  lesson,  the  plaintiff  said,  that  if  he  said  so 

he  was  a  liar.     The  vicar,  for  this  expression,  dismissed 

him  without  summons,  and  one  Holly  was  appointed  in  his 

place;  and  on  Sunday,  the  25th  July,  when  the  church 

doors  were  opened  for  divine  service,  and  the  parishioners 

were  assembling,  the  plaintiff  came  into  the  church,  and 

proceeding  to  the  clerk^s  seat,  which  was  then  occupied 

by  Holly,  attempted  to  enter  it  by  the  door,  but  was 

prevented  &om  so  doing  by  one  of  the  rural  police  of  the 

name  of  Felby  placing  his  back  against  the  door.    The  de- 
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Ejpch.  oj  PUat,  fendants  thereupon  desired  him  Dot  to  take  this  seat,  but 
^  '  ^  the  plaintiflF  immediately  entered  an  adjoining  pew,  and 
Burton  thence  climbed  over  into  the  clerk's  desk  and  took  his  seat 
Hemson.  there.  The  defendants  then  desired  Pelby  to  remove  him, 
which  he  did  by  force,  and  led  him  out  of  the  church. 
Shortly  after  the  service  had  commenced,  however,  he 
returned,  and  again  attempted  to  enter  the  seat ;  but  upon 
some  communication  being  made  to  him  by  the  defendants, 
he  left  the  church.  This  forcible  removal  from  the  clerk's 
seat  was  the  assault  complained  of  These  facts  having 
been  proved  at  the  trial,  the  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion 
that  the  dismissal  was  illegal,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  which  the  jury  accordingly  found 
for  him,  with  one  farthing  damages.  Leave  was  however 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion,  either  that  the  removal  was  law- 
ful, or  that,  under  the  circumstances,  a  dismissal  de  facto 
was  sufScient  to  justify  what  the  defendants  had  done. — 
7%e^cr having,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Peacock  (and  Shee,  Serjt.,  was  with  him)  shewed  cause. — 
The  learned  Judge's  direction  was  correct.  The  plaintiff 
having  been  appointed  parish  clerk,  was  in  ofiSce  for  life,  or 
as  long  as  he  behaved  himself  properly,  and  until  he  was 
legally  dismissed.  The  churchwardens,  therefore,  had  no 
right  to  turn  him  out  as  long  as  he  continued  de  facto  clerk. 
[Gumey,  B. — The  question  is  whether  the  clerk  was  justi* 
fied  in  asserting  his  right  in  this  indecent  manner,  and  whe- 
ther the  churchwardens  had  not  a  right  to  remove  him, 
under  such  circumstances.]  The  clergyman  had  improperly 
dismissed  him,  and  therefore  he  had  a  right  to  occupy  the 
desk  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  clerk.  [Alderson,  B. — 
There  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  churchwardens  have 
the  power  to  regulate  the  seats ;  here,  in  defiance  of  them, 
the  plaintiff  climbed  over  into  the  desk.]  The  desk  is  the 
proper  and  peculiar  place  for  the  clerk ;  it  is  especially  set 
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apart  for  him^  and  differs  from  other  seats.     [Lord  Abin^  EjccH,  rf  pim$, 
ger,  C.  B. — It  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  churchwardens     ^   ^      ^ 
were  not  authorized  to  interfere.     They  could  know  no-       Burton 
thing  but  that  the  minister  had  in  fact  dismissed  him  from       Henson. 
the  office.    In  the  case  of  a  dispute  about  a  pew^  the  course 
is  to  try  it  by  due  course  of  law.     Is  a  person  to  try  such  a 
right  by  insisting  upon  sitting  there?     And  if  he  finds 
another  person  there^  and  attempts  to  enter^  cannot  the 
churchwardens  interfere  ?     The  plaintiff  would  be  in  no 
way  injured  by  being  prevented  from  resorting  to  such  an 
assertion  of  his  title  as  this^  for  he  may  bring  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received.]     Although  he  might  maintain 
such  an  action,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  he  may 
not  assert  his  right  in  this  manner.  He  holds  his  seat  virtute 
officii,  which  distinguishes  it  from  the  ordinary  case  of  a 
pew.   Besides,  even  supposing  the  defendants  were  justified 
in  removing  him  from  the  pew,  they  had  no  right  to  remove 
him  from  the  church.    Perhaps  they  might  have  been  jus- 
tified in  taking  him  out  of  the  church  if  the  interruption 
had  taken  place  during  the  performance  of  divine  service : 
but  this  took  place  before  divine  service  had  commenced. 
Unless  he  was  creating  a  disturbance  during  the  service, 
they  had  no  right  to  remove  him. 

Theiigery  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court,  but  in  the  course  of  the  argument  referred  to  Rey^ 
noUh  V.  Monkton  (a),  where  it  was  held  by  Bolfey  B.,  that 
churchwardens  have  a  discretionary  power  to  appropriate 
pews  in  the  church  amongst  the  parishioners,  and  might 
remove  persons  intruding  on  seats  already  appropriated. 

Lord  Abingsr,  C.  B. — ^We  think  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  service  had  actually  begun,  or  was  only  about 
to  begin,  so  long  as  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  was  such 

{a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  384. 
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Ssfck,  ^fPietu,  as  to  lead  the  churchwardens  reasonably  to  suppose  that  he 

would  offer  interruption  to  the  service.  The  evidence  shews 
that  he  was  likely  to  create  a  disturbance.  The  question  is 
whether  the  removal  from  the  church  was  not  at  the  time  a 
fair  exercise  of  judgment^  that  if  they  did  not  remove  him 
he  would  create  a  disturbance.  We  think  it  was,  and  the 
jury  seem  to  have  been  of  the  same  opinion  in  awarding  a 
farthing  damages. 

Alderson,  B. — In  Hawkins's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  Book 
1,  c.  63,  s.  29,  it  is  laid  down  that  ''  churchwardens,  and 
perhaps,  private  persons,  may  whip  boys  playing  in  church, 
or  pull  off  the  hats  of  those  who  obstinately  refuse  to  take 
them  off  themselves,  or  gently  lay  hands  on  those  who  dis- 
turb  the  performance  of  any  part  of  divine  service,  and 
turn  them  out  of  the  church.^'  For  these  positions  he 
quotes  1  Saund.  13, 1  Sid.  801,  8  Keble,  124,  and  1  Mod. 
168.  Hawe  v.  Planner  (a)  is  likewise  an  authority  to 
shew  that  churchwardens  may  interfere  to  preserve  decorum 
in  the  church.  Here  the  congregation  were  assembling 
for  divine  service,  and  the  defendants  only  did  what  was 
necessary  to  guard  against  interruption,  and  a  most  un- 
seemly exhibition  during  its  progress ;  that  they  were  fully 
entitled  to  do. 

GuBNSY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Saund.  13;  1  Sid.  301.    See  also  Rogers  on  Eccleaaiticai  Law, 
229. 
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WlNTERBOTTOM  V.  WrIGHT.  T^^'^T^ 

^  June  (>. 

IjASE. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  a.  contracted 
a  contractor  for  the  supply  of  mail-coaches,  and  had  in  that  miJJlcr-G^^erai 
character  contracted  for  hire  and  reward  with  the  Post-  **>  provide  a 

.  mail-coach  to 

master-Oeneral,  to  provide  the  mail-coach  for  the  piirpose  convey  the 
of  conveying  the  mail-bags  from  Hartford,  in  the  county  rccrta*iriinc"o^ 
of  Chester,  to  Holyhead :  That  the  defendant,  under  and  JJ^^^j^^ew  fi^o 
by  virtue  of  the  said  contract,  had  agreed  with  the  said  contracted  to 

Tfc  r^  111  -I'l  111-.1.         hone  the  coach 

rostmaster-Ueneral  that  the  said  mail-coach  should,  during  along  the  same 
the  said  contract,  be  kept  in  a  fit,  proper,  safe,  and  secure  hlTco-contrac- 
state  and  condition  for  the  said  purpose,  and  took  upon  him-  VJJ*  ^'^f*^  ^'  ^, 
self,  to  wit,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  contract,  the  —Held,  that  c. 
sole  and  exclusive  duty,  charge,  care,  and  burden  of  the  tain  an  action  *  ^ 
repairs^  state,  and  condition  of  the  said  mail-coach ;  ^nd  it  J5*i''iJ5ur^iJjr 
had  become  and  was  the  sole  and  exclusive  duty  of  the  de-  ^Vtf^^J  ?*™     ^ 

"^  while  driving 

fendant,  to  wit,  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  contract,  to  the  coach,  by 
keep  and  maintain  the  said  mail-coach  in  a  fit,  proper,  safe,  down*from1a. 
and  secure  state  and  condition  for  the  purpose  aforesaid]}  ^,"^^t^cii"n 
That  Nathaniel  Atkinson  and  other  persons,  having  notice 
of  the  said  contract,  were  under  contract  with  the  Post- 
master-General to  convey  the  said  mail-coach  from  Hartford 
to  Holyhead,  and  to  supply  horses  and  coachmen  for  that 
purpose,  and  also,  not  on  any  pretence  whatever,  to  use  or 
employ  any  other  coach  or  carriage  whatever  than  such  as 
should  be  so  provided,  directed,  and  appointed  by  the  Post- 
master-Greneral :  That  the  plaintiff,  being  a  mail-coach- 
man, and  thereby  obtaining  his  livelihood,  and  whilst  the 
said  several  contracts  were  in  force,  having  notice  thereof, 
and  trusting  to  and  confiding  in  the  contract  made  between 
the  defendant  and  the  Postmaster-General,  and  believing 
that  the  said  coach  was  in  a  fit,  safe,  secure,  and  proper 
state  and  condition  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  not 
knowing  and  having  no  means  of  knowing  to  the  contrary 
thereof,  hired  himself  to  the  said  Nathaniel  Atkinson  and 
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Bxeb.  of  Pieasy  his  co-contractors  as  mail-coachman^  to  drive  and  take  the 
^  ^     conduct  of  the  said  mail-coach^  which  but  for  the  said  con- 

WiNTER.  tract  of  the  defendant  he  would  not  have  done.  [The  de- 
BOTTOH  claration  then  averred,  that  the  defendant  so  improperly 
WaioHT.  j^uj  negligently  conducted  himself,  and  so  utterly  disre- 
garded his  aforesaid  contract,  and  so  wholly  neglected  and 
v^  failed  to  perform  his  duty  in  this  behalf,  that  heretofore, 
to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  August,  18^,  whilst  the  plaintiff,  as 
such  mail-coachman  so  hired,  was  driving  the  said  mail- 
coach  from  Hartford  to  Holyhead,  the  same  coach,  being  a 
mail-coach  found  and  provided  by  the  defendant  under  his 
said  contract,  and  the  defendant  then  acting  under  his  said 
contract,  and  having  the  means  of  knowing  and  then  well 
knowing  all  the  aforesaid  premises,  the  said  mail-coach 
being  then  in  a  frail,  weak,  infirm,  and  dangerous  state  and 
condition,  to  wit,  by  and  through  certain  latent  defects  in 
the  state  and  condition  thereof,  and  unsafe  and  unfit  for 
the  use  and  purpose  aforesaid,  and  from  no  other  cause, 
circumstance,  matter  or  thing  whatsoever,  gave  way  and 
broke  down,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  from  his 
seat,  and  in  consequence  of  injuries  then  received,  had  be- 
come lamed  for  life. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas, 
to  two  of  which  there  were  demurrers ;  but  as  the  Court 
gave  no  opinion  as  to  their  validity,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
state  them. 

Peacock,  who  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrers, 
having  argued  against  the  sufficiency  of  the  pleas, — 

ByleSj  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  declaration 
was  bad  in  substance. — ^This  is  an  action  brought,  not 
against  Atkinson  and  his  co-contractors,  who  were  the  em- 
ployers of  the  plaintiff,  but  against  the  person  employed 
by  the  Postmaster-General,  and  totally  unconnected  with 
them  or  with  the  plaintiff.    Now  it  is  a  general  rule,  that 


Wright. 
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wherever  a  wrong  arises  merely  out  of  the  breach  of  a  con-   Bj-cA.  of  Pleag, 
tract,  which  is  the  case  on  the  face  of  this   declaration,  •    ^     ^      ^ 
whether  the  form  in  which  the  action  is  conceived  be  ex       Wfntef- 

y     BOTTOM 

contractu  or  ex  delicto^  the  party  y?ho  made  the  contract  v  v. 
alone  can  sue:  ToUii  v.  Sherstone {a).  If  the  rule  were 
otherwise^  and  privity  of  contract  were  not  requisite^  there 
would  be  no  limit  to  such  actions.  If  the  plaintiff  may^ 
as  in  this  case^  run  through  the  length  of  three  contracts, 
he  may  run  through  any  number  or  series  of  them ;  and 
the  most  alarming  consequences  would  follow  the  adoption 
of  such  a  principle.  For  example,  every  one  of  the  suffer- 
ers by  such  an  accident  as  that  which  recently  happened 
on  the  Versailles  railway,  might  have  his  action  against 
the  manufacturer  of  the  defective  axle.  So,  if  the  chain- 
cable  of  an  East  Indiaman  were  to  break,  and  the  vessel 
went  aground,  every  person  affected,  either  in  person  or 
property,  by  the  accident,  might  have  an  action  against  the 
manufacturer,  and  perhaps  against  every  seller  also  of  the 
iron.  Again,  suppose  a  gentleman's  coachman  were  injured 
by  the  breaking  down  of  his  carriage,  if  this  action  be 
maintainable,  he  might  bring  his  action  against  the  smith 
or  the  coachmaker,  although  he  could  not  sue  his  master, 
who  is  the  party  contracting  with  him :  Priestly  v.  Faw- 
ler  (6).  There  is  no  precedent  to  be  found  of  such  a  de- 
claration, except  one  in  8  Wentworth,  397,  which  has  been 
deemed  very  questionable.  Rapson  v.  Cubiii  {c)  is  an  au- 
thority to  shew  that  the  party  injured  by  the  negligence 
of  another  cannot  go  beyond  the  pafty  who  did  the  injury, 
unless  he  can  establish  that  the  latter  stood  in  the  relation 
of  a  servant  to  the  party  sued.  In  Wiite  v.  Hague  (d), 
where  the  plaintiff  sued  for  an  injury  produced  by  the  ex- 
plosion of  a  steam-engine  boiler,  the  defendant  was  per- 
sonally present  managing  the  boiler  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 


{a)  5yL.&Vf.  283.  (c)  9  M.  &  W.  710. 

(b)  SM.&W.  1.  (d)  2  Dowl.  &  Ry.  33. 
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Faek.  of  Pleas,  cident.    Lcvy  V.  Lanffridffe  {a)  will  probably  be  referred  to 

on  the  other  side.  But  that  case  was  expressly  decided  ou 
the  ground  that  the  defendant^  who  sold  the  gun  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  injured^  although  he  did  not  personally 
contract  with  the  plaintiff^  who  was  a  minor,  knew  that  it 
was  bought  to  be  used  by  him.  Here  there  is  no  allega- 
tion that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  coach  was  to  be 
driven  by  the  plaintiff.  There,  moreover, /rawrf  was  alleged 
in  the  declaration,  and  found  by  the  jury  :  and  there,  too, 
the  cause  of  injury  was  a  weapon  of  a  dangerous  nature, 
and  the  defendant  was  alleged  to  have  had  notice  of  the 
defect  in  its  construction.  Nothing  of  that  sort  appears 
upon  this  declaration. 


Peacock,  contra. — This  case  is  within  the  principle  of 
the  decision  in  Levy  v.  Lanffridffe.  Here  the  defendant 
entered  into  a  contract  with  a  public  officer  to  supply  an 
article  which,  if  imperfectly  constructed,  was  necessarily 
dangerous,  and  which,  from  its  nature  and  the  use  for 
which  it  was  destined,  was  necessarily  to  be  driven  by  a 
coachman.  That  is  sufficient  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
rule  established  by  Levy  v.  Lanffridffe.  In  that  case  the 
contract  made  by  the  father  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  de- 
fendant was  made  on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  family  gene- 
rally, and  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  the  defendant 
was  aware  even  of  the  existence  of  the  particular  son  who 
was  injured.  Suppose  a  party  made  a  contract  with  go- 
vernment for  a  supply  of  muskets,  one  of  which,  from  its 
misconstruction,  burst  and  injured  a  soldier :  there  it  is 
clear  that  the  use  of  the  weapon  by  a  soldier  would  have 
been  contemplated,  although  not  by  the  particular  indi- 
vidual who  received  the  injury,  and  could  it  be  said,  since 
the  decision  in  Levy  v.  Lanffridffe,  that  he  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  against  the  contractor?  So,  ifacoachmaker. 


(a)  4  M.  &  W.  337. 
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employed  to  put  on  the  wheels  of  a  carriage^  did  it  so  neg-  Ejrch.  of  pieag, 
ligentlj  that  one  of  them  flew  off,  and  a  child  of  the  owner  ^^^' 
were  thereby  injured,  the  damage  being  the  natural  and 
immediate  consequence  of  his  negligence,  he  would  surely 
be  responsible.  So,  if  a  party  entered  into  a  contract  to 
repair  a  church,  a  workhouse,  or  other  public  building,  and 
did  it  so  insufficiently  that  a  person  attending  the  former, 
or  a  pauper  in  the  latter,  were  injured  by  the  falling  of  a 
stone,  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  any  other 
person  than  the  contractor;  but  against  him  he  must 
surely  have  a  remedy.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a  contractor 
who  negligently  leaves  open  a  sewer,  whereby  a  person 
passing  along  the  street  is  injured.  It  is  clear  that  no  ac- 
tion could  be  maintained  against  the  Postmaster-General: 
HaU  V.  SrnUh  {a),  Humphreys  v.  Mears  {b),  Priestley  v.  Fowler. 
But  here  the  declaration  alleges  the  accident  to  have  hap- 
pened through  the  defendant's  negligence  and  want  of 
care.  The  plaintiff  had  no  opportunity  of  seeing  that  the 
carriage  was  sound  and  secure.  [Aldersan,  B. — ^The  deci- 
sion in  Levy  v.  Langridge  proceeds  upon  the  ground  of 
the  knowledge  and  fraud  of  the  defendant.]  Here  also 
there  was  fraud :  the  defendant  represented  the  coach  to 
be  in  a  proper  state  for  use,  and  whether  he  represented 
that  which  was  false  within  his  knowledge,  or  a  fact  as 
true  which  he  did  not  know  to  be  so,  it  was  equally  a  fraud 
in  point  of  law,  for  which  he  is  responsible. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment.  We  ought  not  to 
permit  a  doubt  to  rest  upon  this  subject,  for  our  doing  so 
might  be  the  means  of  letting  in  upon  us  an  infinity  of 
actions.  This  is  an  action  of  the  first  impression,  and  it 
has  been  brought  in  spite  of  the  precautions  which  were 
taken,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Levy 
V.  Langridge,  to  obviate  any  notion  that  such  an  action 


(a)  2  Bing.  156. 
VOL.  X. 


(6)  1  Man.  &  R.  187. 
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Rjfeh.qfPi€M,  could  be  maintained.  We  ought  not  to  attempt  to  extend 
*  the  principle  of  that  decision,  which,  although  it  has  been 
cited  in  support  of  this  action,  wholly  fails  as  an  authority 
in  its  favour;  for  there  the  gun  was  bought  for  the  use  of 
the  son,  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  who  could  not  make 
the  bargain  himself,  but  was  really  and  substantially  the 
party  contracting.  Here  the  action  is  brought  simply  be- 
cause the  defendant  was  a  contractor  with  a  third  person ; 
and  it  is  contended  that  thereupon  he  became  liable  to 
every  body  who  might  use  the  carriage.  K  there  had  been 
any  ground  for  such  an  action,  there  certainly  would  have 
been  some  precedent  of  it ;  but  with  the  exception  of  ac- 
tions against  innkeepers,  and  some  few  other  persons,  no 
case  of  a  similar  nature  has  occurred  in  practice.  That  is 
a  strong  circumstance,  and  is  of  itself  a  great  authority 
against  its  maintenance.  It  is  however  contended,  that 
this  contract  being  made  on  the  behalf  of  the  public  by  the 
Postmaster-General,  no  action  could  be  maintained  against 
him,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  must  have  a  remedy 
against  the  defendant.  But  that  is  by  no  means  a  neces- 
sary consequence^ — he  may  be  remediless  altogether.  There 
is  no  privity  of  contract  between  these  parties ;  and  if  the 
plaintiff  can  sue,  every  passenger,  or  even  any  person  pass- 
ing along  the  road,  who  was  injured  by  the  upsetting  of 
the  coach,  might  bring  a  similar  action.  [Unless  we  con- 
fine the  operation  of  such  contracts  as  this  to  the  parties 
who  entered  into  them,  the  most  absurd  and  outrageous 
Qonsequenoes,  to  which  J,  can  see  no  limit,  would  ensue] 
tiSrhere  a  party  becomes  responsible  to  the  public,  by  un- 
dertaking a  public  duty,  he  is  liable,  though  the  injury 
may  have  arisen  from  the  negligence  of  his  servant  or 
agent.  So,  in  cases  of  public  nuisances,  whether  the  act 
was  done  by  the  party  as  a  servant,  or  in  any  other  capa- 
city, you  are  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  any  person 
who  suffers.  Those,  however,  are  cases  where  the  real 
ground  of  the  liability  is  the  public  duty,  or  the  commis- 


BOTTOM 
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sion  of  the  public  nuisance.     There  is  also  a  class  of  cases  Exck.  of  Pleat, 
in  which  the  law  permits  a  contract  to  be  turned  into  a     .     ^'  . 
tort ;  but  unless  there  has  been  some  public  duty  under-      ^^^I'*^' 
taken,  or  public  nuisance  committed,  they  are  all  cases  in 
which  an  action  might  have  been  maintained  upon  the 
contract    Thus,  a  carrier  may  be  sued  either  in  assumpsit 
or  case;  but  there  is  no  instance  in  which  a  party,  who 
was  not  privy  to  the  contract  entered  into  with  him,  can 
maintain  any  such  action.      The  plaintiff  in  this  case 
could  not  have  brought  an  action  on  the  contract ;  if  he 
could  haye  done  so,  what  would  have  been  his  situation, 
supposing  the  Postmaster-Greneral  had  released  the  de- 
fendant?  that  would,   at  all   events,  have  defeated  his 
claim  altogether.    By  permitting  this  action,  we  should 
be  working  this  injustice,  that  after  the  defendant  had  "^ 
done  everything  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  employer,  and 
after  all  matters  between  them  had  been  adjusted,  and  all 
accounts  settled  on  the  footing  of  their  contract,  we  should 
subject  th^n  to  be  ripped  open  by  this  action  of  tort  being 
brought  against  him. 

AifPBBsoN,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  contract 
in  this  case  was  made  with  the  Fostmaster-Oeneral  alone; 
and  the  case  is  just  the  same  as  if  he  had  come  to  the  de^ 
fendant  and  ordered  a  carriage,  and  handed  it  at  once  o¥er 
to  Atkinson.  If  we  were  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  could  sue 
in  such  a  ease,  there  is  no  point  at  which  sush  actions  would 
stop.  The  only  safe  rule  is  to  confino  the  right  to  recover 
to  those  who  efiter  into  the  contract :  if  we  go  one  step  |/ 
beyond  that,  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  go  fifty. 
The  (mly  real  vgument  in  favour  of  the  action  is,  that  this 
is  a  case  of  hardnUp ;  but  that  might  have  been  obvi^tedf 
if  the  plaintiff  bad  made  himself  a  party  to  the  contracb 
Then  it  is  urged  that  it  falls  within  the  principle  of  th^ 
case  of  Leny  v.  Langridge.  But  the  principle  of  that  case 
was  simply  this,  that  the  father  having  bought  the  gun  for 
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Bjreh,  of  Pleat,  the  vcry  purpose  of  being  used  hj  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant made  representations  by  which  he  was  induced  to  use 
it.  There  a  distinct  fraud  was  committed  on  the  plaintiff; 
the  falsehood  of  the  representation  was  also  alleged  to  have 
been  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  who  made  it, 
and  he  was  properly  held  liable  for  the  consequences.  How 
are  the  facts  of  that  case  applicable  to  those  of  the  present  ? 
Where  is  the  allegation  of  misrepresentation  or  fraud  in 
this  declaration  ?  It  shews  nothing  of  the  kind.  Our  judg- 
ment must  therefore  be  for  the  defendant. 


OuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLTEj  B. — ^The  breach  of  the  defendant's  duty,  stated 
in  this  declaration,  is  his  omission  to  keep  the  carriage  in 
a  safe  condition ;  and  when  we  examine  the  mode  in  which 
that  duty  is  alleged  to  have  arisen,  we  find  a  statement 
that  the  defendant  took  upon  himself,  to  wit,  under  and  by 
yirtue  of  the  said  contract,  the  sole  and  exclusive  duty, 
charge,  care,  and  burden  of  the  repairs,  state,  and  condi- 
tion of  the  said  mail-coach,  and,  during  all  the  time  afore- 
said, it  had  become  and  was  the  sole  and  exclusive  duty  of 
the  defendant,  to  wit,  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  con- 
tract, to  keep  and  maintain  the  said  mail-coach  in  a  fit, 
proper,  safe,  and  secure  state  and  condition.    The  duty, 
therefore,  is  shewn  to  have  arisen  solely  from  the  contract ; 
and  the  fiedlacy  consists  in  the  use  of  that  word  ''  duty.''   K 
a  duty  to  thePostmaster-Gteneral'be  meant,  that  is  true;  but 
if  a  duty  to  the  plaintiff  be  intended  (and  in  that  sense  the 
word  is  evidently  used),  there  was  none.    This  is  one  of 
those  unfortunate  cases  in  which  there  certainly  has  been 
damnum,  but  it  is  damnum  absque  injurift ;  it  is,  no  doubt, 
a  hardship  upon  the  plaintiff  to  be  vrithout  a  remedy,  but 
by  that  consideration  we  ought  not  to  be  influenced.  Hard 
cases,  it  has  been  frequently  observed,  are  apt  to  introduce 
bad  law. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Bxek,  qf  Pleat, 
1842. 

The  Attorney-General  v,  Donaldson  and  Others.  Jvne  9. 

±  HIS  was  an  information  of  intrusion.  The  information  An  information 
stated^  that  whereas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  a  certain  ^tated'Tha°th« 
messuage  or  dwelling-house,  situate  and  being  in  the  parish  ^®^5"f*"^ '"" 
of  St.  Margaret,  within  the  liberty  of  Westminster,  in  the  made  entry  on 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  parcel  of  the  Royal  Palace  at  suage  or  dweii- 
Eensington,  long  before  then,  and  at  that  time  in  the  oc-  {uaie*&c*'a'nd 
cupatUm  of  ofur  Lady  the  Queen,  was,  and  ousht  to  have  being  parcel  of 

,^  .   ,  .  the  royal  paUce 

been,  and  of  right  is,  or  ought  to  be,  in  the  hands  and  of  Kensington, 

•  i»  • :%  T     J      r\  fr*  j.     •  •        •    -l-i.     ^    then  intheoc' 

possession  of  our  said  Lady  Queen  Victoria,  as  m  right  of  eupation  qf  our 
her  crown  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  :  yet  the  defendants  J^^  whi^ch  wm' 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  Sec. .  with  force  and  arms,  in  and  *»>  the  hand» 

and  possession 

upon  the  possession  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  of  and  in  of  the  Queen  in 
the  premises  aforesaid,  entered,  intruded,  and  made  entiy,  crown.    The 
and  remained  and  continued  thereon  for  a  long  time,  to  defendants 

°  '         pleaded,  in  the 

wit,  &C.  form  given  by 

Plea,  that  the  trespasses  in  the  information  mentioned  Hen.  8,  c  5,  s. 
were  committed  by  the  defendants  under  the  authority  of  Jimniftt^*the 
a  certain  commission  of  sewers  of  our  said  sovereign  lady  trespasses  under 

o  •'the  authority  of 

the  now  Queen,  before  and  at  the  said  times  when  &c.,  a  commission  of 

sewerSf  for  tax 

being  in  full  force,  for  tax  assessed  by  the  said  commission,  assessed  by  the 
and  according  to  the  tenor   and  effect,  true  intent  and  ^l^^^Helk 
meaning,  of  the  several  statutes  of  sewers  made  and  then  ©n  demurrer, 

,  .     i.  ^r     -45     4,'  that  this  form 

and  now  m  force.    Yenncation.  of  plea  was  not 

Demurrer.    The  following  were  the  points  of  demurrer  inforaatlon  of* 
stated  on  the  part  of  the  Attomey-General.    First,  that  i°i["^*f°jS/^  ** 
the  Queen  is  not  bound  by  the  statute  of  sewers,  so  far  as  Crown. 
the  same  points  out  the  mode  of  pleading.     Second,  that  cannot  be  le- 
the  plea  should  have  set  out  specially  the  whole  of  the  J!i*e,  whwrthe 
irronnds  upon  which  the  defendants'  justification  depends,  predncuof  a 

.  royal  palace, 

occupied  as  the 

residence  of  the 

Sovereign ;  and  Kensington  Palace  is  within  this  description. 

But  §embie,  chat  the  averment  in  this  information  did  not  sufficiently  show  the  palace  to  be  thf 

nmdemet  of  the  Sovereign. 


^ 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  Third,  that  the  plea  should  have  set  forth  more  defiuitely 
*  ^     the  commission  of  sewers,  and  the  assessment  under  it. 
Att..Oen.  The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  (April  26),  by 

Donaldson. 

The  Attorney- General  for  the  Crown. — ^Two  questions 
arise  in  this  case :  the  first  one  of  considerable  importance^ 
whether  a  royal  palace,  in  the  occupation  of  the  sovereign, 
is  within  the  statute  of  sewers,  and  liable  to  be  rated  for 
the  sewers'  tax :  the  second,  whether  the  defendants,  in  an 
information  of  intrusion  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  are  at 
liberty  to  plead  the  general  form  of  plea  given  by  the 
Statute  of  Sewers,  23  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  s.  11. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  it  is  impossible  that  a 
rate  can  be  levied  on  a  palace  in  the  occupation  of  the  so* 
vereign.  And  in  the  case  of  Winter  v.  l^les  {a),  it  was 
held  that  Kensington  Palace,  being  kept  in  a  constant  state 
of  preparation  to  receive  the  king,  with  his  officers,  servants, 
and  guards  residing  and  doing  duty  there  at  all  times,  and 
some  of  the  royal  family  having  apartments  there  (all  which 
circumstances  still  exist  with  respect  to  it),  was  privileged 
as  a  royal  palace  against  the  intrusion  of  the  sheriff  for  the 
purpose  of  executing  process  against  the  goods  of  a  person 
having  the  use  of  apartments  therein.  There  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  says — '^  If  his  Majesty  were  neither  actually  nor 
viriually  present  at  Kensington,  neither  in  his  royal  person 
nor  by  his  officers,  domestics,  or  any  of  his  family,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  say  that  such  a  place  was  entitled  to  the  pri- 
vileges^ of  a  royal  palace  ....  So  long,  however,  as  the 
emblems  and  ensigns  of  the  kingly  dignity  are  preserved  in 
such  palace,  and  the  apartments  exclusively  appropriated 
to  his  use  are,  by  his  immediate  servants,  kept  ready  and 
in  a  fit  condition  to  receive  him  at  any  time,  whilst  others 
are  kept  in  Uke  manner  for  the  use  of  his  officers,  and 
some  are  immediately  occupied  by  his  Majesty's  sons ;  and 

(a)  10  East,  578. 
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no  snch  use  made  of  the  rest  of  the  palace  as  to  preclude  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
or  materially  interrupt  his  Majesty's  return  to  it  whenever  ^  *  ^ 

he  might  choose  to  do  so;  his  Majesty^  we  thinks  may  be  Att.-Gbv. 
considered  as  yirtually  residing  there;  .  .  .  and  that  a  Donaldson. 
palace  thus  in  all  respects  circumstanced  may  be  considered 
as  a  place  exempt  and  privileged  from  the  execution  and 
service  of  the  ordinary  process  of  the  law.''  Nethertan  v. 
Ward  {a)  will  be  dted  for  the  defendants.  There  it  was 
held  that  a  tenement  situate  in  the  king's  dock-yard^  de- 
riving a  benefit  from  the  public  sewers^  and  occupied  by 
an  officer  of  government^  who  paid  no  rent,  was  liable  to 
be  rated  to  the  sewers'  rate.  But  that  case  is  altogether 
distinguishable  from  the  present.  It  was  decided  upon  the 
provisions  of  the  stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c.  6,  s.  9,  which  enacts  in 
express  terms,  "  that  the  same  laws,  ordinances  and  decrees 
to  be  made  and  ordained  by  the  commissioners,  shall  bind 
as  well  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  the  king 
our  sovereign  lord,  as  all  other  persons  and  their  heirs,  for 
such  their  interest  as  they  shall  fortune  to  have  in  any 
landft,"  &c ;  and  the  8  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  8,  which  enacts, 
''  that  all  scots,  lots,  and  sums  of  money  hereafter  to  be 
rated  and  taxed  by  virtue  of  such  commission  of  sewers, 
upon  any  the  lands,  &c.  of  our  sovereign  lord  the  king,  for 
any  manner  or  thing  concerning  the  articles  of  the  said 
ccmmussion  of  sewers,  shall  be  levied  by  distress."  That 
was  the  case  of  crown  property  applied  by  the  crown  to 
public  purposes,  and  held  by  a  subject  under  the  crown, 
not  of  property  in  tlie  occupation  of  the  sovereign  himself. 
The  crown  occupies  in  its  public  capacity,  and  no  beneficial 
occitpaiion  can  be  supposed  to  be  enjoyed  by  it. 

Secondly,  the  defendants  are  not  entitled  to  plead  the 
g^iend  plea  given  by  the  statute.  The  23  Hen.  8,  c.  5, 
s.  11,  enacts,  ^  that  if  any  actum  of  trespass,  or  other  suit, 
shall  happen  to  be  attempted  against  any  person  or  persons 

(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  21. 
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Eaeeh,  of  Pleat,  for  taking  any  distress,  or  any  otlier  act  doing,  by  authority 
^     of  the  said  commission,  &c.,  the  defendant  or  defendants 
Att.-Oeii.     ju  any  such  action  shall  and  may  make  avowry,  cognizance, 
DoNALDtoii.    or  justification,  alleging  in  such  avowry,  &c.  that  the  said 
distress,  trespass,  or  other  act  was  done  by  the  authority 
of  the  commission  of  sewers,  for  lot  or  tax  assessed  by  the 
said  commission,'^  &c.    An  information  of  intrusion  cannot 
be  considered  an  "  action  of  trespass  or  other  suif  within 
the  meaning  of  this  clause.     It  clearly  refers  to  a  suit  be- 
tween subject  and  subject     K  the  11th  section  be  held 
applicable,  so  also  must  the  12th,  which  enacts,  that  after 
such  issue  tried  for  the  defendant,  or  nonsuit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  shall  recover  treble  damages  and  costs ; 
yet  that  obviously  can  have  no  reference  to  proceedings  at 
the  suit  of  the  crown. 

DundaSj  contra. — ^The  plea  is  good.  The  effect  of  the 
stat.  28  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  as  connected  with  and  explained  by 
the  8  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  8,  is,  that  the  crown  and  the  subject 
are  placed  in  all  respects,  in  reference  to  the  commission 
of  sewers,  on  the  same  footing.  The  11th  section  of  the 
former  statute  was  framed  with  reference  to  all  the  subject 
matters  contained  in  the  preceding  clauses,  and  its  words — 
"  any  action  of  trespass  or  other  suit*' — are  very  general. 
An  information  of  intrusion  is  a  civil  suit:  Savile,  48; 
Attamey-General  v.  AUgood{a)*,  Attorney-General  v.  Do- 
naldson (6).  In  the  last  case,  the  statute  of  Anne,  allowing 
double  pleading,  was  held  not  to  apply,  because  all  its  pro- 
visions have  reference  to  suits  between  subject  and  subject. 
But  the  crown  may  be  plaintiff  in  an  action.  This  clause 
was  introduced  for  the  protection  of  the  commissioners  in 
all  cases  where  they  act  in  the  exercise  of  their  public  duty. 
At  common  law,  the  crown  might  put  a  defendant  in  an 
information  of  intrusion  on  shewing  his  title  specially: 

(a)  Parker,  10.  (6)  7  M.  &  W.  422. 
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Bsfck,  qf  Pleat,  Jenkins's  Century^  112^  case  18;  Dugdale  on  the  Statute 
^^'        of  Sewers,  307  (a). 

The  Aiiomey-General,  in  reply. — The  proceeding  by  in- 
formation of  intrusion  combines  the  incidents  of  an  indict- 
ment for  an  improper  entry  on  the  lands  of  the  crown,  and 
also  of  an  action  for  damages.  Bnt  assuming  it  to  be  only 
an  action  of  trespass  by  the  crown,  yet  the  11th  and  12th 
sections  of  the  statute,  being  read  together,  shew  clearly 
that  the  legislature  had  not  the  crown  in  view  at  all.  The 
a^ument  from  the  supposed  difficulty  of  pleading  the  &ctB 
specially  tends  to  the  same  inference.  But  why,  if  the 
&ct  be  so,  may  not  the  defendants  plead  that  the  locus  in 
quo  was  in  the  occupation  of  a  gardener  or  other  inferior 
person,  absque  hoc  that  it  was  in  the  occupation  of  the 
crown. 

As  to  the  other  point,  the  case  is  altogether  different 
from  that  of  Nethertonv.  Ward.  There  the  property  taken 
was  not  public  property,  and  the  plaintiff  was  admitted  by 
the  case  to  be  an  occupier :  but  the  crown  is  not  an  occu- 
pier within  the  statute.  There  is  no  fimd  out  of  which 
such  a  charge  as  this  can  come,  for  the  expenses  of  the 
royal  palace  are  provided  for  by  votes  of  Parliament,  and 
are  charges  on  the  Consolidated  Fund.  Bex  v.  Stobbs 
does  not  apply,  because  there  the  prerogative  was  expressly 
limited  by  the  charter. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Alberson,  B. — ^There  was  a  case  of  TTie  Attorney- Gene- 
ral  V.  Donaldson  and  Others,  which  was  argued  before  this 
Court  during  the  last  term.  It  was  an  information  against 
the  defendant  for  intrusion  into  a  certain  messuage  or 

(a)  In  hit  **  History  of  Embanking,"  1662. 
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dwelling-house  in  the  parish  of  St.  Margaret^  being  parcel  Exeh,  cf  pua§, 
of  the  royal  palace  of  Kensington^  long  before  then  and  at 
that  time  in  the  occupation  of  our  Lady  the  Queen^  and 
for  committing  certain  trespasses  therein.    The  defendants 
pleaded  that  the  severd  trespasses  in  the  information  men- 
tioned were  committed  by  them  under  the  authority  and 
in  pursuance  of  a  commission  of  sewers^  at  the  time  when 
&c.^  being  in  fall  force^  for  tax  assessed  by  the  said  commis- 
sioners according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  several 
statutes  of  sewers ;  and  to  this  plea  there  was  a  general 
demurrer.     On  the  argument  of  this  demurrer,  two  points 
were  made.   First,  that  a  royal  palace,  being  the  residence 
of  the  sovereign,  was  not  within  the  authority  of  the  com- 
missioners of  sewers.     Secondly,  that  the  general  form  of 
pleading  given  by  the  Statute  of  Sewers  was  not  allowable 
on  «n  information  of  intrusion  at  the  suit  of  the  crown. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  latter  objection  must  prevail, 
and  consequently  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether 
the  avorments  in  this  information  are  sufficient  to  shew 
that  Kensington  Palace  was  a  royal  residence  at  the  time 
ot  the  alleged  intrusion,  assuming  that  a  distress  for  non- 
payment of  a  sewers'  rate,  which  certainly  may  be  levied 
on  land  in  the  occupation  of  the  servants  of  the  crown, 
by  virtue  of  the  9t^  section  of  the  23  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  and 
the  3  &  4  Edw.  6,  c.  8,  cannot  be  levied,  any  more  than 
the  ordinary  process  of  the  law  can  be  executed,  within  the 
precinct  of  a  royal  palace  occupied  as  the  residence  of  the 
sovereign,  by  reason  of  the  respect  due  to  the  royal  person. 
Upon  this  latter  proposition  we  do  not  mean  to  intimate  any 
doubt,  although  we  are  not  satisfied  that  sufficient  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  record  to  give  to  Kensington  Palace  the 
privilege  that  belongs  to  a  royal  residence  of  the  sovereign. 
The  question  whether  a  defendant  at  the  suit  of  the  crown 
is  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  the  general  plea,  depends  on 
the  construction  of  the  11th  section  of  25  Hen.  8,  and  the 
context  of  that  act.    It  is  a  well-established  rule,  generally 
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Egeh.  of  Pleas,  speakings  in  the  construction  of  acts  of  Parliament^  that 


^  ^  '  ^  the  king  is  not  included  unless  there  be  words  to  that 
Att. Gem.  effect;  for  it  is  inferred  prima  facie  that  the  law  made 
Donaldson,  by  the  crown^  with  the  assent  of  Lords  and  Commons,  is 
made  for  subjects  and  not  for  the  crown  :  Willion  v.  Bark- 
ley.  Now,  in  this  case  the  11th  section  gives  the  privilege 
of  a  general  plea  in  any  action  of  trespass  or  other  suit, 
and  directs  that  the  plaintiff  may  reply  generaUy ;  and 
the  12th  section  gives  treble  damages  and  costs  to  the 
defendant,  by  reason  of  his  wrongful  vexation.  The  lan- 
guage of  both  these  sections  is  pointed  at  actions  between 
subjects  merely,  and  not  to  suits  in  which  the  crown  is 
concerned;  and,  generally  speaking,  the  crown  is  not  bound 
under  the  terms  "  party  to  the  suit :"  Begina  v.  Tuchin  (a). 
Nor  do  the  terms  ''action  or  suit/'  where  the  privilege  of 
double  pleading  is  given  by  the  statute  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16, 
s.  5,  apply  to  informations  of  intrusion,  as  has  been  already 
decided  by  this  Court  in  this  very  suit,  on  the  authority  of 
The  Attorney-General  v.  Allgood;  and  we  cannot  find  any 
thing  in  the  rest  of  the  act  to  control  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  these  terms,  and  to  raise  an  implication  that  the 
crown  was  meant  to  be  affected  in  its  proceedings.  The 
probability  is,  that  the  legislature  never  contemplated  a 
case  of  distress  being  necessary  in  respect  of  an  assessment 

« 

on  crown  lands.     Our  judgment  on  this  demurrer  must 
therefore  be  for  the  crown. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


On  a  subsequent  day  (June  11), 

Dundas  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  plead  de  novo, 
or  to  amend  the  plea. 

AxDERsoN,  B. — ^When  this  case  was  argued,  the  Court 

(a)  3  Ld.  Raym.  1066. 
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entertained  some  doubt  whether  it  sufficiently  appeared  on  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
the  face  of  the  information  that  Kensington  Pakce  was  the     ^     _     ^ 
residence  of  the  sovereign :  but  we  cannot  aUow  an  amend-      Att.  Gbm. 
ment  of  the  plea,  because  in  point  of  fact  there  can  be  no    Donaldson. 
doubt  that  it  is  so.    Her  Majesty  has  a  right  to  go  and 
live  there,  and  there  is  no  one  who  could  resist  her  demand 
to  take  up  her  abode  in  the  palace. 

The  other  Barons  concurring, 

Motion  refused. 


Williams,  Executor  of  Williams,  v.  Griffith.  j^^  jq^ 

Xn  this  case  the  testator,  H.  B.  Williams,  an  attomeyj  The  Court  has 
had  brought  an  action  against  the    defendant  for  his  Je'itouiJuor' 
bill  of  costs,  which  was  delivered  by  him  pursuant  to  *n  attorney'! 

'  ,         bill  containing 

the  statute,  and  referred  to  taxation  by  a  judge's  order,  taxable  items, 
Pending  the  taxation,  the  action  abated  by  his  death.  The  bro^bt  ni^n 
plaintiff,  as  his  executor,  afterwards  commenced  this  action  U^J/,^***"' 
against  the  defendant  for  the  amount  of  the  same  bill.    A 
rule  had  been  obtained,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
cause  why  the  bill  should  not  be  referred  to  the  Master 
for  taxation,  without  giving  the  usual  undertaking,  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  defendant's  defence  to  the  action ; 
against  which 

JR.  V.  Richards  and  Wehby  now  shewed  cause. — This 
application  cannot  be  supported.  It  is  only  where  a  bill 
must  be  delivered,  that  the  Court  has  power  to  refer  it  to 
taxation ;  the  two  branches  of  the  stat.  2  Gheo.  2,  c.  23, 
8.  28,  being  in  this  respect  correlative.  But  the  executor 
of  an  attorney  need  not  deliver  a  bill,  and  he  cannot  de- 
liver one  signed  by  the  attorney  in  conformity  with  the 
statute.     It  was  indeed  held  in  Penson  v.  Johnson  {a),  that 

(a)  4  Taunt.  724. 


126  CA8S8   IN    THE   EXCHXQUXB^ 

Bxeh.  of  PUas,  where  the  executor  did  deliver  a  bill,  or  where  it  had  been 
'  -     delivered  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  it  might  be  referred 
Williams      \f^  taxation ;  but  that  case  was  not  much  considered,  and 
Griffith,      was  overruled,  after  time  taken  to  consider,  by  Patteson, 
J.,  in  Doe  d.  Sabin  v.  Sabin  (a),  which  is  expressly  in  point 
for  the  defendant.     The  rule  was  laid  down  by  this  Court 
in  fVUUams  v.  Griffith  {b),  that  in  the  case  of  an  action 
brought  by  an  attorney  on  a  bill  containing  any  taxable 
itemj  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction  over  its 
own  officer,  will  refer  it  to  taxation  ;  but  there  is  nothing 
in  that  case  to  shew  that  the  Court  assumed  any  jurisdic- 
tion beyond  that  given  by  the  statute. 

Jervis,  contra. —  The  decision  in  WiUiama  v.  Oriffith 
|[oes  to  this  extent,  that  in  order  to  give  the  Court  juris- 
diction, after  action  brought,  to  refer  the  bill  for  taxation, 
it  is  sufficient  that  it  is  a  bill  containing  some  taxable 
item;  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  that  purpose  that  the 
party  bringing  the  action  should  be  an  officer  of  the  Court. 
The  Court  has  cognizance  of  the  cause,  and  will,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  refer  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  it  to  be  examined  into  by  the  only  competent  tribu- 
nal. The  case  of  Doe  d.  Sabin  v.  Sabin  does  not  apply, 
because  there  no  action  was  brought,  and  the  judgment  of 
Patteson,  J.,  proceeds  mainly  on  that  ground. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. We  are  caUed  upon  to  carry  the  principle  a  step 
farther  than  it  has  hitherto  gone,  by  subjecting  a  party 
who  is  not  an  attorney  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  It  certainly  would  be  much  more  convenient  if 
the  parties  could  agree  to  refer  the  bill  to  taxation,  and  I 
cannot  suppose  that  the  executor  would  have  a  better 
chance  with  a  jury  than  with  the  Master.  But,  in  order 
to  enable  us  to  make  this  rule  absolute,  two  points  should 

(a)  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  468.  {h)  6  M.  &  W.  32. 
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concur;  an  action  should  be  brought  by  an  attorney  for  Bxch.ofPieai, 
his  bill^  and  the  bill  should  contain  taxable  terms.  v...^..!^ 

Williams 

Alderson^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion^     To  give  the  *• 

Court  jurisdiction^  two  circumstances  must  concur ;  the 
action  must  be  brought  on  an  attorney's  bill  containing 
taxable  items^  and  it  must  be  the  attorney  who  brings  the 
action. 

OuBNET;  B.^  and  Bolfe^  B.^  concurred. 

Bule  discharged^  with  costs. 


Coombs^  Administratrix^  v.  Noad. 


June  2. 


XJeTINUE  by  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  of  John  in  an  action  of 

Coombs,  for  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  1000  yards  tain  goods,  to 

of  broad  cloth,  and  two  pieces  of  other  clothj  the  property  ©f  broad^cioih^ 

of  the  intestate.  •"«*  ^"^^  ?>«<=«• 

of  other  cloth, 

Pleas,  first,  non  detinet.     Secondly,  that  the  intestate  the  defend- 

deUvered  to  the  defendant  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  p"ea  cUimed  a 

the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  the  said  cloths,  to  be  by  {he^cSths  men- 

him,  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  milled  and  prepared,  for  cer-  tioned  in  the 

declaration ; 

tain  reward,  and  on  the  terms  that  the  price  and  value  of  and  it  appeared 
the  work  to  be  done  by  the  defendant  in  milling  and  pre-  ©rig^naUy  eight 
paring  the  said  cloths  as  aforesaid,  should  be  paid  upon  ?'*j!*®*^^i®f.^ 
the  completion  of  the  milling  and  preparing  of  the  said  vered  at  the 
cloths;  and  that  the  defendant  should  have  a  lien  on  the  said  the  defendant 
cloths  for  the  price  and  value  aforesaid,  and  be  entitled  to  ind^thatrix out 
detain  the  same  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  such  of  the  eight 

pieces  had  af- 

price  and  value  to  the  defendant :  that  the  defendant  re-^  terwards  been 
ceived  the  said  cloths  upon  those  terms,  and  milled  and  j^«/^/that  the" 
prepared  them;  and  that  the  reasonable  price  and  value  f^^^'J^f^^  ^jl; 
of  the  said  work  therefore  payable  to  the  defendant,  two  pieces  ac- 

*    *^  tually  deuined, 

and  that  the 
defendant  could  not  under  that  plea  set  up  a  claim  of  lien  for  fulling  more  than  two  pieces,  but 
tlumid  haTC  asserted  specifically  bis  claim  in  respect  of  the  eight. 
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Bxch.  of  PUaSf  amounted  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 

£lbj  which  money  remaining  due,  the  defendant  detained, 
and  still  did  detain,  the  said  cloths  as  such  lieu  and  secu- 
rity for  its  payment. 

Replication,  that  after  the  milling  and  preparing  the 
said  cloths,  the  plaintiff  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  the 
defendant  the  sum  of  10^.,  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of 
£15,  being  the  price  and  value  of  the  work  done  by 
the  defendant  in  milling  and  preparing  the  said  cloths, 
which  the  defendant  refused  to  accept ;  and,  as  to  the  re- 
sidue of  the  said  sum  of  £15,  that  the  said  sum  of  10^.  and 
no  more  was  the  reasonable  price  and  value  of  the  work  in 
the  plea  mentioned,  and  the  only  sum  due  and  owing  to  the 
defendant,  in  respect  thereof,  at  the  time  of  the  detention. 

Rejoinder,  that  the  price  and  value  of  the  milling  and 
preparing  the  said  cloths  was  a  sum  of  money  greater  than 
the  said  sum  of  10«.,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £15:  without  this, 
that  the  said  sum  of  10«.  and  no  more  was  the  price  and 
value  of  the  milling  and  preparing  of  the  said  cloths,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  whereupon  issue 
was  joined.  There  was  also  a  plea  of  a  general  lien,  which 
was  traversed,  and  became  immaterial. 

At  the  trial  before  Erskine,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  at  Salis- 
bury, it  was  proved  that  the  intestate  had  originally  de- 
livered eight  pieces  of  cloth  at  the  same  time  to  the  de- 
fendant to  be  fulled,  and  that  six  out  of  them  had  been 
afterwards  re-delivered.  That  the  defendant  then  detained 
the  remaining  two  pieces  under  a  claim  of  lien  for  the 
amount  due  for  fulling  all  the  eight  pieces,  and  that  a  sum 
had  been  tendered  by  the  plaintiff,  which  only  amounted 
to  the  price  of  fulling  the  two  pieces.  The  defendant 
thereupon  contended,  that,  as  the  contract  was  entire  for 
fulling  the  eight  pieces,  he  was  justified  in  detaining  the 
two  for  the  whole  sum ;  and  that  he  had  not  waived  that 
lien  by  giving  up  a  portion  of  the  goods.  It  was  however 
urged  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plea  of  lien 
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only  extended  to  the  goods  actually  detained,  and  the  price  Exch.  of  Piea$, 
of  fulling  them,  and  not  to  all  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  ^ 

declaration.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  Coombs 
plea  extended  to  all  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  Noad. 
and  thereupon  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  second  plea,  reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  her,  should  the  Court  be  of 
opinion  that  the  plea  was  thus  limited,  or  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  right  of  lien  in  respect  of  the  price  of  fulling 
all  the  pieces. 

Erie  having,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accord- 

Bantaw  shewed  cause. — ^The  defendant  had  a  lien  on 
the  whole  of  the  eight  pieces,  and  the  contract  being  entire, 
he  was  justified  in  detaining  any  part  of  the  goods  for  the 
whole  sum  which  became  due  to  him  under  it ;  and  he  did 
not  give  up  that  right  by  re-delivering  six  of  them  :  Fbrd 
▼.  Bagntcn  (a).  There  Tceunion^  J.,  after  having  conferred 
with  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  says, 
'*  We  are  of  opinion  that,  as  the  two  horses  were  brought 
at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  therefore  under  one  con- 
tract relating  to  both,  the  lien  of  the  innkeeper  upon  both 
survives  as  to  the  remaining  one.  The  innkeeper  must 
therefore  be  paid  the  amount  due  for  the  keep  of  both 
horses.''  The  case  of  Blake  v.  Nicholson  (4)  is  very  like  the 
present.  Iliere  it  was  holden  that  a  printer  employed 
to  print  certain  numbers,  but  not  all  consecutive  num- 
bers, of  an  entire  work,  has  a  lien  upon  the  copies  not 
delivered  for  his  general  balance  due  for  printing  the  whole 
of  those  numbers.  As  to  the  form  of  the  plea,  it  is 
pleaded  to  a  declaration  on  which  the  plaintiff  might  have 
recovered  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  whole  eight 

(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  357.  (6)  3  M.  &  Selw.  167. 

VOL.  X.  K  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  pieces :  the  plea  confesses  the  whole  declaration  :  the  de- 

1842. 

fendant  has  no  means  of  ascertaining  precisely  in  respect 
of  what  the  plaintiff  will  complain^  and  therefore  he  pleads 
to  the  whole.  Suppose  the  defendant^  at  some  former 
period,  had  refused  to  deliver  the  whole  of  the  eight  pieces, 
and  afterwards  had  given  up  six,  he  might  be  anxious  to 
justify  that  detention,  as  he  could  not  know  whether  the 
plaintiff  would  rely  upon  it  or  not.  He  therefore  pleads  in 
such  a  way  as  to  meet  any  aspect  that  the  case  may  as- 
sume. 

Erk  and  Bere,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Lord  ABiNosa^  C.  B. — The  plea  does  not  apply  to  aU 
the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  but  only  to  those 
detained  by  the  defendant.  Now  the  defendant  had  before 
the  action  delivered  up  six  out  of  the  eight  pieces,  and  the 
plaintiff  complained  therefore  only  of  the  detainer  of  the 
two.  The  plea  therefore  applies  only  to  those  two,  and  the 
amount  due  for  them  had  been  tendered;  and  the  plaintiff 
therefore  made  out  his  issue.  If  the  defendant  intended 
to  insist  upon  a  lien  for  fulling  other  cloths,  he  should 
have  mentioned  them  in  his  plea. 

Aldkrson,  B.,  OuBNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfs,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Sxcfu  of  Pleatf 
1842« 

Fox  V,  Frith  and  Others.  June  2. 

ixSSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  payee^  against  the  By  a  deed  dated 
defendants  as  the  makers,  of  a  promissory  note,  dated  the  Tcompany  tw' 
17th  of  August,  1839,  for  £1385,  payable  on  the  1st  of  [J7we«  MUi- 

AugUSt,  1841.  ing  Association, 

Pleas,  first,  that  the  defendants  did  not  make  the  defendanuwere 
note :  secondly,  that  before  the  making  of  the  agree-  putntiS;*by  an* 
ment  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  of  the  said  promissory  «grecmcnt  dat- 

,  .  «d  lO^h  July, 

note,  the  defendants  and  others  were  united  in  copart-  1839,  agreed  to 

nership  under  the  name  of  the  West  Mining  Associa-  pany^iooo  *^*'"" 

tion;  that  on  the  10th  of  July,  1839,  a  certain  agree-  }Ilj*"*J"e  M*iis 

ment   in   writing  was  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  Mining  Com- 

the  defendants,  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  and  for  by  the  sum 

the  defendants,  as  such  directors,  to  purchase,  1000  shares  Syfhe^atiivef- 

of  the  stock  of  the  Pennance  Mills  Mining  Company  for  L"k '°  **T  ^^ . 

.  °  /       -^  .  200  scrip  certi- 

iE1385,  in  part  of  such  purchase,  and  also  in  consideration  ficates  of  shares 
of  the  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  of  200  scrip  or  registered  Mining  Asso- 
oertificates  of  shares  in  the  stock  of  the  West  Minine:  As-  *^**'"®"-    '^*'* 

^  •   money  was  to 

sociation ;  that  upon  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  ^^  paid  on  the 

i_i»i  !•  ft  •  iii»i  Ist  of  August, 

before  the  making  of  the  promissory  note,  the  defendants  1841.    imme- 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted,  the  the^xUutionof 
200  scrip  certificates,  and  the  plaintiff  then  became  the  J5.®  *»^f*"®'*V 

^  *  200  scrip  certi* 

proprietor  thereof,  and  entitled  to  share  in  the  dividends  ficates  were  ob- 
and  profits  of  the  said  co-partnership ;  and  that  the  de-  pialntirs 
fendants  as  such  directors,  and  for  and  on  behalf  of  the   *f *  d 'irthe*re'. 

gister  book  of 
the  West  Min- 
ing Association  in  the  plaintiflTs  name.  The  defendants  afterwards  gave  the  plaintiff  the 
following  promissory  note,  dated  August  17,  1839:  ''  We  jointly  promise  to  pay  to  J.  F.  (the 
plaintiff)  i?1385,  on  the  1st  of  August,  1841,  for  value  received  in  Pennance  shares  pursuant  to 
annexed  contract"  This  note  was  signed  by  all  the  defendants  in  their  individual  names.  The 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  West  Mining  Company  provided  that  holders  of  scrip  certificates 
should  not  be  considered  as  qualified  proprietors ;  and  that  a  certain  proportion  of  the  net  pro* 
fits  of  the  year  should  be  divided  amongst  the  shareholders  and  scrip -certificate  holders,  in  pro- 
portion to  their  several  shares  and  interests.  The  plaintiff  had  not  paid  any  instalments  nor 
ngned  the  deed  of  settlement,  but  continued  to  be  the  holder  of  the  scrip  certificates : — HM,  in 
aa  action  brought  upon  the  note,  that  a  plea  that  (he  defendants  made  the  note  as  directors  and 
on  behalf  of  the  mining  co-partnership,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  partner  with  the  defendants^ 
was  not  supported  by  proof  of  the  above  facts. 

k3 
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^^^\Jj(J^^"'  said  co-partnership,   made   the  promissory  note  to  the 

plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  payment  of  the  sum  of 
dEI385 ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  that  time,  was 
a  partner  with  the  defendants  in  the  said  co-partnership. 
Replication,  de  injurift. 

At  the  trial  before  Erskme,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes 
for  the  county  of  Cornwall,  the  following  facts  were  given 
in  evidence.  By  a  deed  of  settlement,  dated  the  7th  of 
May,  1839,  a  company  was  formed  called  the  ''  West  Min- 
ing Association,''  and  the  defendants  were  appointed  direc- 
tors. By  a  clause  in  the  deed^  all  bills  and  notes  were  to 
be  drawn^  indorsed,  accepted,  &c.,  by  three  directors.  On 
the  10th  of  July,  1839,  another  company,  called  the  "  Pen- 
nance  Mills  Mining  Company,''  was  formed,  of  which  all 
the  shares  were  vested  in  the  plaintiff.  On  the  same  day 
the  plaintiff,  by  agreement,  stipulated  to  sell  1000  of  these 
shares  to  the  West  Mining  Association,  to  be  paid  for 
partly  by  the  sum  of  £1385,  and  partly  by  the  delivery  to 
the  plaintiff  of  200  scrip  or  registered  certificates  of  shares 
in  the  West  Mining  Association,  with  the  sum  of  £2  certi- 
fied to  be  paid  on  each  of  such  shares.  The  sum  of  £1385 
was  not  to  be  paid  until  the  1st  of  August,  1841.  Imme- 
diately upon  the  execution  of  the  above  agreement,  200 
scrip  certificates  were  obtained  by  the  plaintiff's  agent,  and 
were  entered  in  the  register-book  of  the  West  Mining  As- 
sociation in  the  plaintiff's  name.  A  promissory  note  was 
afterwards  given  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  as  follows : — 

«  £1385,  "  London,  August  17th,  1839. 

*'  We  jointly  promise  to  pay  to  Joshua  Fox  the  sum  of 
£1385  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  1841,  for  value  received 
in  Pennance  shares,  pursuant  to  annexed  contract." 

(Signed  by  all  the  defendants,  who  were  five  of 
the  directors  of  the  Company,  but  not  stating 
them  to  be  such). 
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By  the  25th  clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement  it  was  pro-  BmH.  of  piemtf 


vided,  that  those  proprietors  only  should  be  considered  as 
qualified  proprietors^  and  entitled  to  vote,  who  should  indi- 
▼iduallj  be  proprietors  of  not  fewer  than  twenty-five  regii^' 
iered  shares.  The  26th  provided  that  the  holders  of  scrip 
certificates  should  not  be  considered  as  qualified  proprietors^ 
and  entitled  to  vote  at  general  meetings  in  respect  thereof. 
The  86th  clause  provided  that  a  certain  proportion  of  the 
net  profits  of  the  year^  or  so  much  as  the  directors  should 
determine,  should  be  divided  amongst  the  shareholders 
and  scrip-certificate  holders,  in  proportion  to  their  several 
shares  and  interests  accordingly.  The  plaintiff,  it  appeared, 
had  not  signed  the  deed  of  settlement,  nor  paid  the  instal- 
ments due  on  the  shares.  At  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff  upon  all  the  issues,  leave  being  reserved  to 
the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  second 
issue,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  above  stated,  the  second  plea  was  proved. 
— Crawder  having,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule 
accordingly, 

Erie  and  Suit  now  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  was  not 
a  partner  in  the  West  Mining  Association  at  the  time  the 
agreement  creating  the  debt  was  made,  and  therefore  the 
promissory  note  was  binding  upon  the  defendants,  and 
the  plea  was  not  supported.  He  could  not  become  a  part- 
ner until  the  transfer  to  him  of  the  200  shares,  which  took 
place  subsequently  to  the  making  of  the  agreement. 
Besides,  by  the  26th  clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement  it  is 
expressly  provided,  that  the  holders  of  scrip  certificates 
should  not  be  considered  as  qualified  proprietors ;  and  the 
deed  draws  a  marked  distinction  between  shareholders  and 
scrip-certificate  holders.  The  scrip  certificates  were  trans- 
ferable to  bearer;  there  was  no  knowing  who  were  the 
holders  of  them.  Secondly,  this  was  a  separate  debt. 
The  note  not  being  signed  by  the  defendants  as  directors. 
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Bxek.  qf  Pleat,  or  stated  it  to  be  made  by  them  on  behalf  of  the  company, 

the  parties  were  boand  individoally,  and  the  defendants 
have  no  right  by  parol  to  shew  that  it  was  connected  with 
the  partnership  transaction :  Emly  v.  Lye  (a) ;  Siffkm  v. 
Walker  {b);  Woodbridge  v.  Spo<mer[c).  The  plea  states 
that  the  defendants  as  directors  made  the  note,  but  they 
did  not  do  so.  The  distinction  is,  that  where  a  partner  draws 
on  other  partners  by  name,  and  they  individually  accept,  he 
may  recover  against  them,  because  by  such  an  acceptance 
a  separate  right  is  acknowledged  to  exist ;  as  was  said  by 
Besty  C.  J.,  in  Neale  v.  Turton  {d),  which  is  also  shortly 
stated  in  Collyer  on  Partnership,  179.  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence if  it  was  in  truth  given  on  the  partnership  account,  if 
it  be  given  by  the  parties  individually,  and  as  a  separate 
transaction.     [They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Crowder,  Swarm,  and  M.  Smith,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
The  defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for 
them.  Although  the  note  does  not  express  that  it  is  given 
by  the  defendants  as  directors  of  the  company,  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants  were  jointly  interested  in  the  fund  out 
of  whicli  the  £1885  was  to  be  paid,  the  plaintiff  having 
become  so  interested  as  soon  as  he  received  and  accepted 
the  scrip  certificates.  If  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership 
were  to  take  place,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  his 
share  of  the  funds  of  the  company.  A  court  of  equity  is  the 
proper  place  in  which  to  sue  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  sue  the  makers  of  the  note  in  a  court  of 
law,  for  he  is  thereby  suing  himself.  The  plaintiff  was  still 
a  scrip  holder  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
therefore  he  had  not  parted  with  or  forfeited  his  interest 
in  the  fund.  The  plea  states  that  the  defendants  made 
the  note  as  directors,  and  they  did  so  in  fact,  and  it 
makes   no  difference  that  they  signed   it   in   their  own 

(a)  15  East,  7.  (c)  3  B.  &  Aid.  233. 

(b)  2  Camp.  308.  (d)  4  Bing.  151 ;  12  Moore,  365. 
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names.      In    Teague  y.  Hubbard  (a),  a  member  of  the  ^^^  of  Pie<u, 
Comish  Tin  S^dting  Company  w»  employed  by  the        '^'' 
oompanj  as  their  agent  to  sell  goods^  receiving  a  com- 
mission for  his  trouble;  having  sold  goods  on  account 
of  the  company,  he  drew  on  the  purchaser  a  bill  of  ex- 
change,  payable  to  his  the  drawer's  own  order,  and  after 
it  had  been  accepted  he  indorsed  it  to  the  actuary  of  the 
company,  and  the  latter  indorsed  it  to  another  member 
who  was  the  managing  director,  and  who  purchased  goods 
for  the  company :  the  company  being  then  indebted  to  him 
in  a  larger  amount  than  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bill. 
The  acceptor  having  become  insolvent  before  the  bill  be- 
came due,  the  drawer  received  firom  him  10^.  in  the  pound 
upon  the  amount  of  the  bill  by  way  of  composition :  and  it 
was  held,  that  the  indorsee,  being  a  member  of  the  com- 
pany, could  not  sue  the  drawer  on  the  bill,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  drawn  by  the  latter  on  account  of  the  company^  and 
that  he  could  not  recover  the  sum  received  by  the  drawer 
on  the  bill,  because  that  money  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  received  by  him  in  his  character  of  a  member  of  the 
company,  and  not  on  his  own  account.    It  is  not  stated  in 
the  report  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by  procuration  of  or  for 
the  company.    Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  there  says — "  If  the 
plaintiff  could  recover  on  these  bills,  it  would  be  a  recovery 
by  one  joint  contractor  against  another ;  and  then  the  de- 
fendant would  have  a  right  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff  for 
contribution.    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  no  action  can  be 
maintained  upon  the  bills.''     [Erie. — ^It  appears  firom  the 
report  of  that  case  in  2  Man.  &  By.  369,  that  "  in  drawing 
the  biUs  the  defendant  wrote  his  name  '  Zach.  Hubbard, 
for  Ck>mish  Tin  Smelting  Company ;' ''  and  there  is  the  fol- 
lowing note  on  that  case  in  Collyer  on  Partnership,  758  : — 
^*  The  form  of  the  drawer's  signature  seems  not  to  have 
been  noticed  by  the  Court.  Suppose  the  drawer  had  drawn 
and  indorsed  in  his  own  name  only,  would  the  decision 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  345. 
VOL.   X.  L  M  W.. 
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Bsek.qfPha$,  hwe  been  the  same?'']    [Rotfe,  B. — ^This  Court  decided 
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the  contrary  in  Hiffffins  v.  Senior  (a).]  In  Teague  v.  Hub^ 
bard,  the  bill  is  made  payable  to  the  drawer's  own  order, 
which  means  his  own  personal  order.  If  he  was  personaUj 
liable,  why  was  not  the  action  against  him  held  maintain- 
able? Here  the  note  on  the  face  of  it  was  made  with  re* 
ference  to  the  annexed  agreement,  and  it  is  with  reference 
to  that  the  note  is  mgned.-«-They  also  dted  Goddard  v. 
Hodge$  (A),  and  Mamwaring  v.  Newman  (c). 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^This  is  a  plain  case.  The  dis- 
tinction  is  between  an  actual  partnership  and  an  inchoate 
right  of  partnership.  It  is  tme  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  become  a  partner  if  he  had  chosen  to  pay  up  his 
instfdments;  but  he  did  not  determine  to  become  a  part- 
ner, and  he  did  not  pay  up  his  instalments,  or  sign  the 
de^.  If  then  he  did  not  become  a  partner,  the  plea  is 
not  proved,  but  the  debt  is  proved.  Even  if  the  plaintiff 
had  signed  the  deed,  I  should  have  had  great  doubts  whe- 
ther the  defendants  had  not  made  themselves  liable.  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  the  plaintiff  intended  that  the 
contract  should  be  such  a  one  as  should  force  him  to  seek 
his  remedy  in  equity.  The  defendants  gave  the  plaintiff  a 
promissory  note,  in  which  they  do  not  describe  themselves 
as  directors ;  and  we  must  presume,  that  in  the  event  of 
the  note  not  being  paid  by  the  partnership,  they  intended, 
as  honest  men,  to  make  themselves  personally  liable. 
Clearly,  the  plaintiff,  in  taking  this  promissory  note,  had 
no  intention  of  being  driven  to  resort  to  a  Court  of  Equity. 
The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged. 

OtTBNXT,  B.,  concurred. 

Boi«r«,  B. — ^The  defendants  state  in  their  plea^  that  thqr 
made  th9  note  as  directors,  and  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  834.  (6)  1  C.  &  M.  33. 

(«)  2  fiot.  &  PuU.  120. 
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ooi»rtner.hip;  but  that  was  not  mipportedbytheeyideiioe.  ««Wi'fe-.. 

In  (me  sense,  indeed^  thejr  may  be  said  to  have  done  so ; 

as  in  the  erent  of  their  paying  it,  they  wonld  have  equi« 

table  rights  as  against  the  company.    It  certainly  was  not 

the  intention  of  the  plainti£f,  that  in  the  event  of  the  bill 

being  unpaid,  he  should  be  driven  to  resort  to  a  Court  of 

Equity. 

Rule  discharged. 


Sir  John  Mobbis,  Bart.,  v.  ViviiiN  and  Another.  j^^  4^ 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  damage  to  a  mine,  by  permitting  Where  two  of 
the  water  to  flow  into  it  from  an  adjacent  mine  belonging  iJe  mr^rreiirof 
to  the  defendants,  and  was  tried  at  the  last  Glamorganshire  '  ^^  ^^><^^ 

.  ,       ,  ,  listed  two  days. 

Assizes  by  a  special  jury,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  dined  and  slept 

the  defendants.    In  Easter  Term,  E.  V.  WilUams  obtained  the  defendant 

a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  upon  affidavits  which  stated,  that  ^^l^^dLy, 

the  trial  lasted  two  days,  and  that  on  the  evening  of  the  ^^  coase- 

^        _  ,  quently  before 

first  day,  when  the  Judge  had  not  commenced  summing  up,  the  summing 
two  of  the  jurors  went  to  the  defendant's  house,  and  dined  Sanhis  did  not 
and  slept  there.    Affidavits  were  filed  in  answer,  which  j^oidaTerdici 

^  ^  ^  found  for  the 

stated,  that  the  defendant  resided  near  Swansea,  and  that  defendant. 
it  was  customary  in  Glamorganshire,  at  the  assizes,  for  that  it  was  dis. 
gentlemen,  coming  from  a  distance  to  attend  them,  to  be  thc^coult ^e- 
invited  to  the  house  of  the  neighbouring  gentry :  that  there  ^^^^  *«y  ^^^^^ 

,     ^  .  ,.,«.,,  .     ,.«.  setasidcthcver- 

was  but  one  inn,  which  afforded  very  mdifferent  accommo-  diet  and  grant  a 
dation,  and  that  one  of  the  two  jurors^  upon  his  arrival  in  guchaiLe'';  and 
the  town,  had  met  Sir  John  Morris,  who  expressed  his  ''here  the  party 

'  '  '^  makrag  the  ap- 

regret  that  he  was  unable  to  entertain  him,  in  consequence  plication  de- 
of  the  absence  of  Lady  Morris ;  that  Mr.  Vivian  was  trustee  did  not  enter- 
of  the  mine,  and  had  only  a  very  slight  interest  in  it,  and  1"^^  the  juron, 
fliat  no  allusion  to  the  subjeet  of  the  trial  had  been  made  >°  ^.^"^  ^^^" 

•*  verdict,  were 

influenced  by 
their  visit,  and  there  were  no  grounds  foit  suspicion  of  unfairness,  the  Court  refused  to  set  aside 
the  ver^ct. 

l2 
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Esek.  of  Pieoi,  to  OF  by  either  of  the  jurymen  daring  their  stay  in  the 
*  house.  E.  V.  fViUiams,  on  moving  for  the  rule,  and  also  at 
the  commencement  of  the  argument,  stated,  that  neither 
he  nor  his  client  entertained  a  belief  that  the  two  jurors 
had  been  influenced  in  the  slightest  degree  by  their  visit 
to  Mr.  Vivian  in  giving  their  verdict,  and  that  he  was 
instructed  expressly  to  disclaim  any  imputation  of  that 
kind. 

ChiUon,  J.  Evans,  and  Groves,  shewed  cause. — ^In  Co. 
Litt.  227.  b.,  it  is  laid  down,  that  "  if  the  jury,  after  their 
evidence  given  unto  them  at  the  bar,  do  at  their  own 
charges  eat  or  drink,  either  before  or  after  they  be  agreed 
on  their  verdict,  it  is  finable,  but  it  shall  not  avoid  the 
verdict ;  but  if,  before  they  be  agreed  on  their  verdict,  they 
eat  or  drink  at  the  charge  of  the  plaintifi^,  if  the  verdict  be 
given  for  him,  it  shall  avoid  the  verdict ;  but  if  it  be  given 
lEbr  the  defendant,  it  shall  not  avoid  it,  et  sic  e  converso.'' 
The  treating  alluded  to  there  is  evidently  such  as  the 
whole  jury  partake  of,  and  that  only  after  the  summing 
up  is  over.  The  cases  of  Trewennarck  v.  Skewys  {a),  Rex 
V.  Burdett  (A),  and  The  Duke  of  Richmond  v.  Wise  (c),  are 
confined  to  treating  under  circumstances  of  that  kind. 
No  distinction  is  made  between  the  period  at  which  eating 
or  drinking  is  finable,  and  that  at  which  it  shall  avoid  the 
verdict.  Then,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the 
C!ourt  wiU  not  exercise  their  discretionary  power  of  grant- 
ing a  new  trial,  the  plaintiff  having  expressly  admitted  that 
he  has  not  been  prejudiced  by  what  occurred. 

E.  V.  fViltiams,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^Although  all  the 
cases  upon  treating  to  be  found  in  the  books  are  where  the 
jury  had  retired,  yet  the  ground  assigned  for  the  rule 
which  avoids  a  verdict  is,  that  it  induces  favour  and  affec- 
tion :  Vin.  Abr.  "  Trial,"  (G,  g) ;  Bro,  Abr.  tit.  "  Jurours  f' 

(o)  Dyer,  55  h.  (b)  2Salk.  645.  (c)  1  Vent  124. 


k 


Lcnrd  Abingbr,  C.  B. — It  is  our  province  to  administer 
justice^  and,  in  doing  so,  not  to  permit  ourselves  to  be 
influenced  by  any  apprehension  of  the  opinion  which  the 
public  may  form.  If  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  this 
cause  had  thought  the  verdict  had  been  contrary  to 
the  weight  of  evidence, — a  circumstance  which  would 
have  induced  us  to  look  to  some  motive  for  it, — or  if  any 
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and  that  would  be  equally  applicable  to  treating  the  jury  at  ^ch.  ofpien, 
one  time  as  another,  either  during  the  trial  or  after  their  ^      . 

being  charged.  In  BuUer^s  N.  P.,  p.  808,  it  is  said,  "  It  is  Morris 
finable  for  the  jury  to  eat  at  their  own  expense  after  they  vivian. 
are  departed  firom  the  bar;  but  it  will  not  avoid  the  ver* 
dicty  as  it  will  if  they  eat  at  the  charge  of  him  for  whom 
the  verdict  was  given,  before  they  are  agreed  on  their  ver- 
dict.^'  So  in  the  same  book,  page  826,  it  is  said,  ''new 
trials  are  often  granted  for  the  misbehaviour  of  the  jury, 
or  if  they  cast  lots  for  their  verdict;  so  if  they  eat  at  his 
expense  for  whom  they  give  the  verdict.''  The  law  is  so 
jealous  upon  this  point,  that  the  sheriff  is  not  permitted  to 
aninmon  the  jury,  if  he  be  in  any  way  related  to  the  par- 
ties, or  interested  in  the  cause.  The  policy  of  the  law  is  to 
avoid  the  possibility  of  suspicion  attaching  to  the  jury ;  and 
the  same  suspicion  of  injustice  will  be  created  in  the  mind 
of  the  public,  whether  the  treating  occurs  before  or  imme- 
diately after  their  retirement  from  the  bar  to  consider  their 
verdict*  But  it  is  said  that  the  treating  must  extend  to 
the  whole  jury.  The  same  reason,  however,  which  for- 
bids the  treating  of  all,  extends  to  the  treating  of  any  of 
them ;  the  number  can  make  no  difference.  If  the  con- 
trary were  the  rule,  a  party  might,  without  risk,  treat 
eleven  out  of  the  twelve  with  impunity.  It  is  a  fixed  and 
settled  principle  of  law,  quite  independent  of  the  circum- 
stances of  any  particular  case,  that,  where  there  has  been 
treating  of  the  jury,  the  verdict  is  void,  and  the  setting  of 
it  aside  is  not  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  Court. 
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been  incfined  to  set  it  aside:  but  here  it  is  alleged  to  be 
the  concurrent  opinion  of  all  parties,  that  there  was  neither 
conraptionnorfBnroar.  If  the  public  are  to  form  an  opinion^ 
let  them  understand  that  this  was  a  case  in  which  all  im- 
putation of  influence  and  £Eiirour  was  entirely  disclaimed. 
Now,  what  are  the  fiftcts  of  it?  There  was  but  one  inn, 
which  afforded  very  insufficient  accommodation,  and  in 
consequence,  two  of  the  jury,  one  of  whom  would  haTe 
been  invited  to  his  own  house  by  Sir  John  Morris,  but  finr 
an  accidental  circumstance,  found  their  way  to  Mr.Yivian's. 
He  had  no  substantial  interest  in  the  suit,  and  the  matter 
was  never  there  discussed*  Under  these  circumstances, 
unless  there  is  some  positive  peremptory  rule,  which  com- 
pels us  to  set  aside  this  verdict,  we  ought  not  to  do  so. 
Then  do  the  cases  establish  this  ?  On  the  contrary,  they 
only  shew  that,  where  all  that  remains  for  the  jury  is 
to  deliberate  upon  and  give  their  verdict,  if  they  eat  or 
drink  at  their  own  expense  they  may  be  fined,  and  if  at 
the  expense  id  the  party  for  whom  their  verdict  is  given,  it 
is  void.  Those  cases  seem  to  apply  to  the  whole  jury,  and 
only  to  acts  done  by  them  after  they  are  charged.  It 
is  quite  clear  that,  in  this  case,  they  could  not  have  been 
fined  for  eating  or  drinking  at  their  own  expense,  and  I  do 
not  see  that  they  fidl  within  the  other  branch  of  the  rule. 
Then  it  is  a  case  in  which  we  are  called  upon  to  exerdae 
our  discretion;  and  I  think  we  should  not  set  aside  tiiis 
verdict  since  by  dmng  so  we  should  be  casting  an  un- 
founded imputation  upon  these  gentlemen. 

AiiDBBSON,  Bw^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  disclaim 
laying  down  a  rule  tat  any  case  where  suspicion  of 
unfidmess  or  bias  can  possibly  attach;  but  here  the 
partiesj  counselj  and  every  one  else,  concur  in  repudiating 
the  notion  that  they  intend  to  make  any  charge  oi  the 
sort.    There  is  no  imperative  rule  whidi  compels  us  to  set 
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•side  such  a  Terdiot  as  this,  and  the  grantiDe  of  a  new  iz^**  of  PUat^ 
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trial  ii  a  matter  for  our  discretion.    Under  these  ciroum* 
stanoesy  I  think  we  oogbt  not  to  interfere* 

GuBNBT^  B.^  and  Bolfb^  B.^  concurred. 

Ride  discharged. 


Yabdlbt  v.  Arnold.  June  7. 

A.S8UMPSIT  against  the  defendant  as  executor  de  son  The  widow  of  a 
tort  of  his  feither^  John  Arnold,  deceased.  iiied  tntesute 

The  defendant  pleaded  plcne  administravit,  except  as  to  J^" °J,h^JJJJ7^ 
2L  Iftf.  6d.,  which  he  paid  into  Court.    He  also  pleaded  »»  action 

brought  against 

pajment  of  £11  by  the  deceased.  a  person  (who 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  above  pleas.  sion^f  thTrnT 

At  the  trial  before  Bn'ke,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  tesute's  goods) 

'       '  "as  executor  de 

in  this  term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  relied  on  a  son  tort,  for  a 
bill  of  sale  of  the  father's  stock  in  trade  and  other  effects,  the  esute,  to 
made  by  him  to  the  defendant  shortly  before  his  decease,  I'^^^l  ^f  a 
and  under  which  the  defendant  had  taken  and  retained  pos-  MU  of  sale  of 

his  goods  by 

session  of  the  effects.  This  bill  of  sale  was  impeached  by  the  the  intestate  to 
as  baring  been  executed  without  consideration,  in      m^  ^^t  too 


firandofthe  other  creditors.  The  defendant,  in  order  to  prove  I^^^^Jpi^^^^y 
the  execution  of  it,  called  his  mother  as  a  witness,  who,  upon  of  a  witness 

after  he  has 

being  examined  on  the  voir  dire,  proved  that  she  was  the  been  swom  in 
widow  of  John  Arnold,  and  that  her  husband  left  no  wiU.  J,e  hw  b^^*""" 
No  objection  was  then  made  to  her  competency,  and  she  "f^*^  '""^  T^' 

•*  xr  if*  tiononoaih. 

was  swom  in  chief;  but  before  any  question  was  put  to 
her  on  oath,  it  was  objected  by  the  plaintifPs  counsel,  that 
being  the  widow  of  the  intestate,  she  was  entitled  to  a  dis* 
tribntive  share  of  the  assets  after  the  pajrment  of  the  debts 
of  the  deceased,  and  consequently  had  a  direct  interest  in 
the  event  of  the  suit ;  and  the  learned  Judge  being  of  that 
<^iinion,  rejected  the  witness  as  incompetent.  It  was  then 
proposed  to  indorse  her  name  on  the  record  under  3  &  4 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  Will.  4,  c.  42,  88.  26  &  27,  but  the  learned  Judge  was  of 

^    opinion  that  this  was  not  a  case  to  which  the  provisions  ol 

Yakdlky      that  statute  were  applicable,  and  that  doing  so  would 

Armold.      ^^^  render  her  competent.    The  plaintiff  having  recovered 

a  verdict, 

R.  V.  Richards  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. — first,  the 
objection  to  the  competency  of  the  witness  was  made  too 
late ;  it  ought  to  have  been  made  upon  her  examination  on 
the  voir  dire,  and  before  she  was  sworn  in  chief.  There 
was  no  excuse  for  not  making  the  objection  at  the  time  when 
the  witness  was  examined  on  the  voir  dire,  as  the  objec- 
tion, if  any,  appeared  upon  that  examination.  Secondly, 
the  witness  was  competent.  She  was  called,  not  to  in- 
crease the  assets,  but  to  shew  that  there  were  none: 
that  is,  by  proving  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  of  all 
the  property  her  husband  had,  which  would  effectually  bar 
her  or  any  other  person  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of 
his  estate.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  there  were  no  assets 
now,  but  assets  were  afterwards  to  fall  in,  they  would  con- 
stitute a  subject  to  which  the  verdict  and  judgment  would 
be  applicable  if  the  plaintiff  recovered.  Parke,  B. — ^The 
verdict  would  not  affect  the  witness  one  way  or  other;  but 
the  result  of  it,  if  for  the  plaintiff,  would  be  a  charge  on  the 
assets.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  witness  is  interested  to 
prevent  this  verdict  becoming  a  charge  on  the  assets.] 
There  was  no  plea  disputing  the  debt,  and  the  witness's 
interest,  therefore,  was  against  the  defendant.  Objections 
of  this  nature  all  depend  upon  the  effect  which  the  testi- 
mony the  witness  is  caUed  upon  to  give  may  reasonably  be 
presumed  to  exercise  over  the  mind.  The  evidence  this 
witness  was  called  upon  to  give  she  must  know  would 
tend  to  prejudice  herself.  The  question  was  not  whether 
the  assets  were  to  be  affected,  but  whether  the  defendant 
was  liable  as  executor  de  son  tort.    In  NaweU  v.  Davies  (a), 

(a)  5  &  &  Ad.  368 ;  2  Nev.  &  Man.  745. 


fc 
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which  was  an  action  against  executors  for  a  debt  of  the  Erch,  of  puas, 
testator,  it  was  held  that  a  person  entitled  to  an  annuity  ^  ^  * 
under  the  will  was  not  disqualified  by  interest  from  giving 
evidence  for  the  defendants.  An  annuitant  is  in  the  same 
situation,  as  respects  interest,  as  a  person  entitled  to  distri- 
bution. The  case  of  Nowell  v.  Domes  has  never  been  over- 
ruled, though  it  was  sought  to  be  impeached  in  the  case  of 
Bloar  V.  Davies  {a) ;  but  the  Court  distingmshed  it  firom 
the  latter  case,  on  the  ground  that  there  the  real  estate, 
on  which  the  witness's  annuity  was  charged,  would  neces- 
sarily be  affected,  as  the  action  was  against  the  devisee  df 
the  estate  on  which  it  was  charged. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought 
to  be  no  rule.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  witness  was  in- 
competent, as  having  an  interest  in  the  result  of  the  suit ; 
for  the  effect  of  a  verdict  against  the  defendant  would  be 
to  take  away  so  much  of  the  assets  as  would  be  required 
to  satisfy  the  debt.  And  as  to  the  objection  that  she  was 
called  to  support  the  validity  of  a  deed  which  would  bar  her 
daim  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  intestate's  goods,  any 
testimony  she  might  give  would  not  preclude  her  from 
filing  a  bill  against  the  defendant.  She  could  still  ques- 
tion its  validity,  and  therefore  she  has  an  interest  to  retain 
the  assets  in  his  hands.  Nowell  v.  Dames  can  only  be  sup- 
ported on  the  ground  that  the  estate  of  the  testator  must  be 
presumed  to  be  solvent  till  the  contrary  is  shewn ;  but  that 
case  has  always  been  distinguished  from  the  case  of  a  resi- 
duary legatee,  for  the  interest  of  a  residuary  legatee  must 
be  reduced  by  any  claim  which  it  is  the  object  of  the  action 
to  enforce.  The  case  of  Bloor  v.  Dories  was  decided  upon 
a  similar  ground.  We  had  occasion  to  consider  the  subject 
of  the  competency  of  a  legatee  in  the  case  of  Burffhart  v. 
HaU{b).    I  endeavoured  to  support  the  case  of  Nowell  v. 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  235.  (6)  4  M.  &  W.  727. 
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EseiL  nf  Pkoi,  DooieM  against  the  opinion  of  the  rest  of  the  C!oiirt,  on  the 
w  ^^^'  .    ground  I  have  mentioned;  but  we  were  all  of  opinion 
Tardlbt     that  a  residuary  legatee,  or  person  entitled  to  a  distri- 
Arnold,     butire  share^  was  not  a  competent  witness. 

Pabkb,  B. — With  respect  to  the  principal  question  in 
this  case^  I  entertain  the  same  opinion  now  as  I  did  at  the 
triaL  The  point  turns  on  the  facts  stated  by  the  witness 
when  examined  on  the  voir  dire ;  namely^  that  she  was  the 
widow  of  the  deceased^  and  that  he  died  without  having 
made  a  wilL  The  question  is,  whether  on  that  statement 
she  is  an  incompetent  witness  or  not?  I  think  she  is. 
The  argument  of  the  defendants  counsel  is  founded  on  the 
old  fidlacy  of  mixing  up  an  interest  in  the  question  liti- 
gated in  the  cause,  with  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
suit*  There  are  but  two  objections  which  can  legally 
be  made  to  the  competency  of  a  witness  on  the  ground  of 
interest  i  namely,  either  that  the  verdict  in  the  cause  might 
be  made  use  of  as  evidence  by  or  against  him  on  some 
future  occasion,  or  that  he  has  an  interest  in  the  event  of 
the  suit.  The  first  of  these  is  certainly  not  applicable  here. 
Cor  it  is  dear  that  this  witness  could  not  make  the  verdict 
evidence  in  her  fiavour;  and  even  if  she  could,  the  diffi- 
culty might  be  removed  by  indorsing  her  name  on  the 
record  under  8  ft  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  ss.  26  &  27.  But,  se- 
condly, has  she  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit?  This 
expression  I  understand  to  mean,  that  some  direct,  imme* 
diate,  and  necessary  consequence  prejudicial  to  her  interest 
would  flow  from  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  while  from  a 
verdict  the  other  way  a  corresponding  benefit  would  result 
to  her.  Then  is  not  that  the  case  here  ?  Would  not  the 
direct,  necessary,  and  immediate  consequence  of  a  verdict 
tot  the  plaintiff  be,  to  fix  a  charge  on  the  assets  of  the  in- 
testate to  the  amount  of  that  verdict?  And  as  she  is 
entitled  to  the  residue,  or  at  least  a  part  of  the  residue,  of 
the  assetsj  after  every  charge  upon  them  has  been  paid  off. 
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she  has  a  most  direct  interest  in  preventing  any  snch  ver-  Bxeh.qfPiHu, 
diet.  Then,  however,  it  is  said  that  the  object  in  calling 
her  was  not  to  increase  that  fund,  but  to  shew  there  was 
none;  to  which  the  answer  is,  that  we  do  not  know  what 
is  passing  in  the  mind  of  the  witness  previous  to  her  exa- 
mination, or  what  evidence  she  is  coining  to  give*  The 
judge  at  Nisi  Prius  is  to  determine  the  competency,  not  to 
speculate  on  the  credit,  of  the  witness ;  and  that  oompe* 
tency  depends  on  the  state  of  facts  disclosed  on  the  voir 
dire,  according  as  it  shews  whether  the  witness  has  or  has 
not  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit.  The  case  oi 
Nowell  V.  Jknries  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  the  witness 
had  no  interest.  That  case  was  much  considered  in  th 
subsequent  one  of  Bvrghart  v.  ffotf,  in  which  there  was  a 
difierence  of  opinion  among  the  judges,  a  majority  of  the 
Court  being  disposed  to  think  that  the  decision  in  Nowdl 
▼.  Dames  was  not  good  law ;  but  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  inr 
dined  to  a  contrary  opinion,  and  considered  that  an  ordi- 
nary legatee  was  a  competent  witness,  on  the  ground  that 
insolvency  in  die  estate  of  a  party  deceased  is  not  to  be 
presumed.  Still  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case  of  a 
person  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  an  intettate^a 
estate,  who  stands  in  the  situation  of  a  residuary  legatee. 
The  case  of  Bwghart  v.  Hall  was  afterwards  decided  on 
another  point.  As  to  the  period  of  the  trial  at  which  this 
objection  was  taken,  I  cannot  help  wishing  very  much  that 
it  were  established  as  the  regular  practice,  that,  when  once 
a  witness  is  sworn,  no  question  should  be  put  to  him  in 
order  to  raise  objections  to  his  competency;  I  think  all 
such  should  be  put  to  him  on  the  voir  dire ;  and  that,  when 
once  sworn  in  chief,  his  competency  should  be  taken  for 
granted;  but  certainly  the  practice  has  been  different 
hitherto.  In  the  case  before  us,  the  objection  was  made 
before  any  question  was  actually  put  to  the  witness  on 
oath  (a). 

(a)  See  Dtwdney  v.  Palmer^  4  M.  &  W.  664. 
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Exek.  of  PUttt,        OURNET^  B.^  COnCUlTed. 
1842. 

BoLFB,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  According  to 
Mr.  Richards^s  argument,  this  witness  is  to  be  deemed 
ccmipetent,  because  the  object  in  calling  her  was  not  to 
increase  the  fimd,  but  to  shew  that  there  was  an  instrument 
in  existence  which  extinguished  it ;  but  the  answer  to  that 
is^  that  you  cannot  tell  firom  the  examination  of  a  witness 
on  the  voir  dire  what  he  will  prove;  if  he  appears  in- 
competent fix)m  what  transpires,  you  cannot  remove  the 
difficulty  by  saying  that  the  witness  shall  not  be  asked 
any  question  which  shall  affect  his  interest  and  render 
him  incompetent.  But  even  supposing  that  that  might  be 
done,  it  would  not  alter  this  case,  or  have  the  effect  Mr. 
Richards  contends  for,  of  removing  the  incompetency  of 
this  witness ;  for  what,  after  all,  does  proof  of  the  existence 
of  this  deed  amount  to?  Nothing  more  than  to  shew 
something  in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel  on  this  witness, 
whereby  she  would  be  precluded  fix)m  saying  that  the 
chattels  referred  to  in  this  deed  formed  part  of  the  assets 
of  the  intestate.  The  question  is,  had  she  an  interest  to 
increase  those  assets  ?  I  think  it  is  clear  she  had,  and  that 
this  rule,  therefore,  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

Rule  refused. 
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Bxch,  of  Pkai, 
1842. 


MoENs  and  Others  v.  Hetwobth  and  Others. 


C 


ASE.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  that  A  coUatend 
the  plaintiffs^  at  the  request  of  the  defendants^  bargained  ^^at*the 
with  them  for  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiffs  of  a  cargo  of  |^"*in/oT^„. 
coffee  at  a  certain  price^  and  upon  certain  terms  (stating  t»ct,  bat  not 
them) ;  and  that  the  defendants,  by  falsely  and  fraudu-  miut,  in  order' 
lently  warranting  the  said  coffee  to  be  of  the  ftrst  shipping  Se^ntalrt  on 
quaiiiy,  sold  the  said  coffee  to  the  plaintiffs  at  the  price  j*'^""^  °^ 
and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid^  &c.  &c.    The  second  count  fraudulent 
alleged  that  the  defendants  were  the  consignees  of  the  shewn  not  only 
cargo  of  coffee,  and  that  they,  as  a  means  to  induce  the  SileVbuuST 
plaintiffs  to  buy  the  said  coffee,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  J*^«  '^"u. 
deceitfully  pretended,  represented,   and  asserted  to  the  by  the  party 
plaintiffs,  and  by  such  fraud   and  false   representation,  IhatOiec^er 
induced  the  said  plaintiffs  to  believe  and  suppose,  that  the  fhcleb^  hiduced 
said  last-mentioned  coffee  was  of  first  shipping  quality;  to  enter  into 
and  that  the  plaintiffs,  confiding  in  the  said  representa-  (Per  Parkeis., 
tion  and  assertion  of  the  defendants,  then  bought  of  them  ^^  lotT*^ 
the  said  coffee,  as  coffee  of  the  first  shipping  quality,  at  a  '^^^*  ^;^'' 
certain  price  and  upon  certain  terms   (as  in  the  first     A  cargo  of 
count).    The  third  count  stated,  that  the  defendants,  at  by  a  broker, 
the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  by  them  as  ^otuwm^u^' 
thereinafter  mentioned,  exercised  and  carried  on  the  trade  »«*  the  words 

"  iuToiced  to 

and  business  of  merchants  at  Liverpool,  under  the  firm  of  the  seiien  as  of 
Heyworth,  Phipps,  &  Co.,  and  also  at  Bio  de  Janeiro,  in  q^ii'ty*»^were 
partnership  together  and  with  Benjamin  Butterworth  and  ^e'bou^jf/"^ 
John  Carlisle,  under  the  firm  and  description  of  Heyworth,  sold  notes.    At 

,     the  same  time 

Brothers,  &  Co. ;  and  so  carrying  on  such  trade  and  busi-  the  iuToice  was 

shewn  to  the 
buyers,  which  stated  the  cargo  to  be  shipped  by  H.,  Brothers,  &  Co.,  consigned  to  H.,  P.,  & 
Co..  for  sale  on  account  and  risk  of  whom  it  may  concern— 3150  bags  *' first  dbipping  quality." 
H.,  Brothers,  &  Co.  were  a  branch  house  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  composed  of  the  same  partners  as 
the  firm  of  H.,  P.,  &  Co. : — Held,  in  an  action  on  the  case  against  H.,  P.,&Co.  for  deceit,  that 
it  was  a  proper  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  invoice  imported  that  the  coffee  was  iuToiced 
to  the  defendants  by  distinct  parties  as  the  sellers  thereof. 

Qktfre,  whether  the  action  ought  not  to  have  been  brought  upon  the  contract,  initead  of  in 
tort. 
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Bteh,  qf  Piea$t  ness  in  such  co-partnership,  had  purchased,  together  with 

*  ^     the  said  Benjamin  Batterworth  and  John  Carlisle,  a  qnan- 

MoBNs        ^^  q[  coffee,  on  the  joint  account  and  at  the  joint  risk  of 

Hbtworth.  the  said  firms,  which  coffee  was  shipped  at  Bio  de  Janeiro 
and  sent  to  England,  invoiced  to  the  defendants,  by  the 
style  and  description  of  Heyworth,  Fhipps,  &  Co. :  that, 
after  the  arrival  of  the  coffee  in  England,  the  defendants, 
in  order  to  induce  the  plaintiffs  to  purchase  the  same, 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  contriving  and  intending  to 
deceive,  defraud,  and  injure  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  lead  them 
to  believe  that  the  said  coffee  was  in  good  faith  invoiced 
by  distinct  parties  to  the  defendants,  as  the  purchasers  or 
agents  for  the  sale  of  the  sud  coffee,  the  plaintiffs  being 
wholly  ignorant,  and  the  defendants  well  knowing  the 
plaintifb  to  be  wholly  ignorant,  of  the  premises  above 
mentioned,  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  represented  and 
asserted  that  the  said  coffee  was  invoiced  to  the  sellers 
thereof  as  of  the  first  shipping  quality,  thereby  causing 
and  intending  to  cause  the  plaintiffs  to  believe  that  the 
said  coffee  was  so  invoiced  by  some  distinct  parties  to  the 
defendants,  as  the  purchasers  or  agents  for  the  sale  of 
the  said  coffee;  and  the  defendants  then  exhibited  a  cer- 
tain invoice,  purporting  to  be  made  out  by  the  said  firm  of 
Heyworth,  Brothers,  &  Co.  to  the  said  firm  of  Heyworth, 
Fhipps,  &  Co.,  in  proof  of  the  said  last-mentioned  repre- 
sentation and  assertion ;  whereupon  the  plaintiffs,  confid- 
ing in  such  representation,  and  believing  that  the  said 
coffee  was  really  and  in  good  faith  so  invoiced  by  distinct 
parties  to  the  defendants,  as  the  purchasers  or  agents  for 
the  sale  thereof,  bargained  with  them  for  the  purchase 
thereof  on  certain  terms  (stating  them) ;  and  that  the  de- 
fendants, by  means  of  such  false  representation  and  asser- 
tion, sold  the  said  coffee  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  paid  for  the 
same. 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, and  nine  other  special  pleas,  traversing  the  material 


^ 
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allegatioiis  in  eaok  count,  upon  all  which  issues  were  Batch,  of  pte^, 
jdned.  _!!2^ 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abmger^  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Mobns 
Sittings  after  Trinity  Term^  1840^  the  following  facts  Hbtw'orth. 
appeared  >— The  defendants  were  merchants  carrying  on 
business  at  Liverpool^  under  the  firm  of  Ormerod  Hey- 
worth^  Phipps,  &  Co.,  and  at  Bio  de  Janeiro  in  America 
(where  they  had  a  branch  establishment),  under  the  firm 
of  Heyworth,  Brothers,  &  C!o.  Li  the  month  of  June, 
1886,  the  Liverpool  house  sent  an  order  to  the  house  at 
Bio  for  a  cargo  of  about  4000  bags  of  cofiee,  of  the  first 
shipping  quality.  In  execution  of  this  order,  the  Bio  house 
purchased,  in  December,  1885,  that  quantity  of  coffee,  by 
sample,  fix)m  respectable  coffee  dealers,  on  the  joint  ac- 
count and  risk  of  themselves  and  the  Liverpool  house,  the 
price  and  duty  being  paid  by  the  house  at  Bio  as  on  coffee 
of  tiie  first  shipping  quality.  The  coffee  was  shipped  on 
board  the  ship  Asia  for  England,  and  a  shipping  invoice  in 
the  following  form  (which  was  proved  to  be  that  invariably 
adopted  by  merchants  abroad  shipping  goods  to  Europe), 
was  transmitted  to  the  firm  at  Liverpool  by  the  Bio  house : 

"  Invoice  of  three  thousand  one  hundred  and  fifty  bags 
coffee,  shipped  by  Heyworth,  Brothers,  &  Co.,  of  Bio  de 
Janeiro,  on  board  the  British  brig  Asia,  W.  M.  Bloomfield, 
master,  for  Cowes,  and  a  market  consigned  to  Messrs. 
Ormerod  Heyworth,  Phipps,  &  Co.  of  Liverpool,  for  sale 
on  account  and  risk  of  whom  it  may  concern — 3150  first 
shipping  quality  coffee.'^ 

In  the  spring  of  the  year  1886,  the  defendants,  in  ex- 
pectation of  the  arrival  of  the  Asia,  gave  instructions  to 
Messrs.  Corrie  &  Co.,  their  brokers  in  London,  for  the  sale 
of  the  coffee  on  board  of  her.  Corrie  &  Co.  acting  as 
brokers  both  for  the  buyers  and  sellers,  entered  into  a  ne- 
gotiation for  the  sale  of  the  coffee  to  the  plaintiffs.  The 
plaintiffs  wished  to  have  a  warranty  that  it  was  of  first 
shipping  quality,  but  this  Corrie  &  Co.  declined,  on  the 
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s»ek.qfPieatt  ground  that  it  was  unnsual  to  warrant  a  cargo  which  was 
^  afloat,  but  they  shewed  the  invoice  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
MoBNs  consented  to  insert  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes  the  words 
Hbtwokth.  ''  invoiced  to  sellers  as  first  shipping  quality/'  The  con- 
tract was  completed  accordingly,  and  the  plaintiffs  paid  for 
the  coffee  in  cash,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  on  its  arrival  forwarded  it  to  Amsterdam  for  sale.  It 
was  there  discovered  to  be  of  an  inferior  quality,  and  the 
present  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  firm  at 
Liverpool  the  amount  of  the  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs, 
by  the  consequent  deficiency  in  the  price  obtained  for  it. 
The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  case 
to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  first  and  second  counts ;  and  with 
respect  to  the  third,  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
plaintiffs  were  induced  to  accept  the  contract  by  any  repre- 
sentation from  the  defendants  that  the  coffee  was  invoiced 
to  them  by  distinct  parties.  The  jury  found  in  the  affirm- 
ative, and  the  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the 
defendants  on  the  first  and  second  counts,  and  for  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  third,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ants to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Li  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  the  Attorney-General 
(Sir  John  Campiell)  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  or  for  a 
new  trial,  citing  Haycrqft  v.  Creasy  {a\  and  Early  v. 
Garrett  (A).— In  Hilary  Term,  1841  (Jan.  19), 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  Kelly,  and  Deedes  shewed  cause. — 
The  third  count  of  the  declaration  was  proved  by  the  evi- 
dence given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  clear  that 
they  purchased  the  coffee  on  the  assumption  induced  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  agreed  to  by  the  brokers  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  it  was  invoiced  to  the  de- 
fendants by  distinct  parties  as  consignors ;  whereas  in  truth 
the  houses  at  Bio  and  Liverpool  were  the  same,  and  the 
coffee  was  purchased  and  shipped  for  England,  and  the  in- 

(«)  2  East,  92.  {h)  9  B.  &  Cr.  928 ;  4  Man.  &  R.  687. 
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voice  made  out,  by  tte  defendants  themselves  to  them-  B*eh.tifPiea», 

1842* 
selves.     K  it  be  said  that  the  third  count  does  not  disclose     - 

any  cause  of  action,  that  would  have  been  ground  for  a  Moems 
motion  to  arrest  the  judgment,  not  for  a  nonsuit.  The  only  Hbtwoktu. 
question  now  is,  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  in  support  of  the  count.  The  complaint  is  not  that 
the  defendants  specifically  represented  that  the  co£fee  was 
consigned  to  them  by  distinct  parties ;  the  alleged  misrepre- 
sentation is  that  which  appears  on  the  face  of  the  contract, 
that  it  was  "  invoiced  to  sellers  as  of  first  shipping  qua* 
Kty.*'  The  words  "  invoiced  to  sellers"  would  necessarily 
induce  a  belief  that  the  two  houses  were  distinct.  \_Parke, 
B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  words  introduced  into 
the  contract  import  such  a  representation  as  is  charged  in 
the  declaration.]  This  was  a  mercantile  instrument,  and 
the  interpretation  of  it  was  peculiarly  a  question  for  the 
jury.  It  was  for  them  to  say,  upon  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract itself,  and  upon  the  whole  transaction  between  the 
parties,  whether  the  statement  made  in  the  contract  was 
intended  to  imply  that  the  cofiee  was  invoiced  to  the  de-r 
fendants,  the  sellers,  by  distinct  parties,  as  of  first  shipping 
quality.  K  the  parties  were  different,  then  there  would 
be  a  warranty  firom  the  house  at  Rio  to  the  defendants,  of 
which  the  plaintiffs  would  have  had  the  benefit.  Whether 
the  purchase  was  made  on  the  faith  of  such  a  representa* 
tion,  was  clearly  a  question  for  the  jury ;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  it  was  equally  a  question  for  them,  whether 
the  contract  did  or  did  not  imply  that  that  was  a  represen- 
tation made  by  third  parties.  But  if  it  be  for  the  Court 
to  decide  on  the  construction  of  the  contract,  and  if  the 
invoice  could  not  import  such  a  representation  as  is  stated 
in  the  count,  that  is  a  defect  in  the  statement  itself,  and 
ought  to  have  been  made  the  ground  of  a  motion  to  arrest 
the  judgment. 

But  there  was  also  evidence  to  sustain  the  other  counts 
of  the  declaration.    The  invoice  not  being  in  fact  that  of  a 

VOL.  z.  M  M.  w. 
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Bxek.  rf  PiiOM,  third  party,  but  of  the  defendants  themselves,  when  it  was 
^  ^^  '  .  handed  over  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  became  a  representation  by 
MoBMs  the  drfendatUs  to  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  coffee  was  of  first 
HiTwoRTH.  shipping  quality;  which  representation  being  false  in  fact, 
the  allegations  in  the  second  count  were  thus  proved.  [Al- 
derson,  B. — Suppose  Corrie  had  told  the  plaintiffs  that  the 
houses  were  identical ;  would  it  be  a  representation  by  the 
defendants  to  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  coffee  was  of  first 
shipping  quality?  It  is  merely  a  representation  that  it 
was  invoiced  by  thai  invoice :  what  the  invoice  imports  is 
another  question.]  The  defendants  allege  that  they  did 
not  represent  the  coffee  as  being  invoiced  to  them  by  third 
parties ;  if  that  be  so,  then  they  handed  over  the  invoice  as 
their  own,  and  by  doing  so,  they  in  effect  represented  the 
coffee  to  be  of  the  first  shipping  quality,  and  the  case 
becomes  the  same  as  if  the  coffee  had  been  bought  by  the 
plaintiffs  under  that  invoice.  It  is,  in  effect,  purchased 
firom  the  defendants  under  a  written  statement  by  them, 
which  is  false  in  fact,  that  it  was  of  first  shipping  quality : 
and  although  they  might  have  no  knowledge  of  the  inferi- 
ority of  the  coffee,  yet,  being  interested  parties,  they  are 
responsible  for  their  untrue  representation,  which  amounts 
to  a  firaud  in  law :  Hem  v.  NichoUs  {a),  Schneider  v.  Heath  {b), 
Pawson  V.  Watson  (c),  Cort^foot  v.  Fowke  {d),  Humphreys  v. 
Pratt  (e).  It  is  not  necessary  they  should  know  the  repre- 
sentation to  be  false;  it  is  sufficient  that  they  did  not  know 
it  to  be  true. 

Then  as  to  the  first  count :  as  the  representation  in  the 
invoice,  which  is  imported  into  the  contract,  was  made  by 
the  defendants  themselves,  it  amounted  to  a  warranty,  for 
which  the  defendants  are  liable. — On  this  point  they  re- 
finrred  to  Shepherd  v.  Kain  (/),  Yates  v.  Pym  {g),  and  Bridge 
y.  Wain  (A). 

(a)  1  Salk.  289.  (e)  6  Bligb,  N.  S.  154. 

(b)  3  Campb.  506.  (/)  5  B.  &  Aid.  240. 

(c)  Cowp.  785.  (g)  6  Taunt.  446. 

(d)  6  M.  &  W.  358.  (A)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  504. 
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'  The  Attorney 'General,  Cresstaett,  and  Cowling y  in  support  ^5«?*.  ofPUat, 
of  the  role. — ^It  is  not  disputed  that  a  representation  which  ^  *  ^ 

is  false  in  fact,  although  not  proceeding  from  any  immoral       Mobms 
motive,  amounts  to  a  fraud  in  law,  and  is  the  subject  of  an    Hetworth. 
action  for  deceit :  PolMUv.  Walter  (a),  Foster  v.  Charles  (b) : 
but  it  is  a  wholly  different  question  how  far  it  affects  a 
party  in  relation  to  a  contract.    Whether  a  particular 
statement  t»  a  contract  be  or  be  not  false  within  the  know- 
ledge of  the  party  making  it,  is  quite  immaterial,  for  in  any 
ease  he  is  bound  to  perform  it.     On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
equaUy  clear,  that  a  representation  in  a  matter  extraneous 
from  and  collateral  to  the  contract  cannot  affect  him,  even 
though  it  turn  out  to  be  untrue,  unless  it  were  made  fraudU' 
lently.    Here  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  whole  transaction 
was  not  carried  on  with  perfect  good  faith.    But  where  is 
the  falsehood  in  this  case?    The  coffee  was  invoiced  to  the 
sellers,  i.  e.  to  Ormerod  Heyworth,  Phipps,  &  Co.,  by  the 
invoice  which  was  produced,  as  of  first  shipping  quality. 
The  invoice  was  in  terms  precisely  such  as  it  was  represent- 
ed in  the  contract.    The  word  ''sellers'^  merely  means 
the  firm  of  Ormerod  Heyworth,  Phipps,  &  Co.     Suppose 
the  coffee  had  been  bought  for  them  by  their  agents,  and 
consigned  and  so  invoiced  to  them,  could  it  have  been  said 
that  this  action  was  maintainable  ?   What  difference,  then, 
does  it  make,  that  it  was  bought  by  a  house  abroad,  of 
which  the  defendants,  with  two  other  persons,  are  members  ? 
The  first  count  clearly  was  not  proved.    There  is  no 
warranty  whatever  that  the  coffee  was  in  fact  of  first 
shipping  quality,  but  merely  a  statement  that  it  was  ti»- 
voiced  as  such.   It  is  said  that  the  invoice  was  handed  over 
to  the  plaintiffs :  but  quo  animo  ?   Certainly  not,  according 
to  the  evidence,  as  a  warranty,  and  it  cannot  amount  to 
more  than  a  collateral  representation,  for  which,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  the  defendants  are  not  liable.    lAlder- 

(a)  3B.  &  Adol.  114. 
(6)  6  BiDg.  396;  7  Bing.  105;  4  M.  &  P.  61,  741. 
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S»ek.iifPUat,  son,  B. — It  cannot  be  carried  beyond  this;  that,  in  some 
*  ^  proceeding  to  which  the  defendants  and  others  were  par- 
MoBMs  tdes^  it  was  represented  as  being  coffee  of  first  shipping 
Hetworth.  quality :  that  is  a  very  different  thing  from  an  absolute 
warranty.  Parke,  B. — ^That  part  of  the  case  is  quite  clear,] 
The  same  answer  applies  with  regard  to  the  second  count. 
Then  with  respect  to  the  third  count.  It  is  not  contended 
that  that  count  is  bad  in  law ;  if  there  had  been  evidence  of 
fraud,  it  might  have  been  supported.  Thus,  if  it  had  been 
proved  that  the  Rio  house  had  bought  inferior  coffee,  and  in- 
voiced it  to  the  defendants  as  of  first  shipping  quality,  and 
that  the  defendants,  knowing  this,  had  instructed  their 
brokers  to  hand  over  the  invoice,  the  plaintiffs  might  have 
been  entitled  to  recover.  Or  if  the  plaintiffs  had  said  to  the 
broker,  ''Are  these  distinct  houses?'^  and  the  latter  had 
replied  that  they  were,  there  would  then  have  been  a  sug- 
gestio  falsi,  which  might  have  rendered  the  defendants 
liable.  But  here,  neither  in  writing  nor  by  parol  is  there 
any  representation  that  the  two  houses  were  distinct.  It  is 
therefore  not  material  what  inference  the  purchaser  might 
draw  from  the  invoice,  imless  the  sellers  meant  him  to 
draw  it.  Now  the  question  left  to  the  jury  was^  what  was 
the  inference  the  plaintiffs  drew  from  the  terms  ''  invoiced 
to  sellers  as  of  first  shipping  quality  ?  "  There  is  nothing, 
therefore,  found  by  the  jury  to  support  any  of  the  allega- 
tions in  the  count, — ^no  finding  either  of  moral  fraud  or  even 
of  untrue  statement.  [Pctrke,  B. — I  do  not  see  how  this 
action  can  be  supported  without  proving  moral  fraud ;  that 
is,  that  the  defendants  falsely  asserted  that  they  were  two 
distinct  houses,  when  there  was  in  fact  but  one,  and  did  so 
with  a  view  of  inducing  the  plaintiffs  to  enter  into  the  con- 
tract. It  seems  to  me  to  be  essential  to  support  the  action, 
not  merely  that  the  plaintiffs  surmised  so  and  so,  but  that 
the  defendants  exhibited  the  invoice,  meaning  that  there 
was  in  fact  only  one  house,  with  the  intention  of  inducing 
the  plaintiffs  to  make  the  surmise  that  there  were  two  dis- 
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tinct  houses,  by  one  of  which  the  coffee  was  invoiced  to  the  i^*^*.  qf  Pleat, 

.     •  1842 

other  as  of  a  certain  quality.]     It  is  said  that  this  is  a  ^ 

mercantile  instrument^  of  the  interpretation  of  which  the  Mobnb 
jury  are  the  judges :  but  that  is  not  so ;  the  construction  Hitwoatb. 
of  a  written  instrument  is  in  all  cases  for  the  Courts  although 
the  meaning  of  particular  mercantile  terms  may  be  a  ques- 
tion  for  the  jury.  The  jury  cannot  alter  the  plain  meaning 
of  a  written  contract.  Neither  was  this  a  representation 
calculated  to  impose  upon  a  purchaser;  it  is  merely  colla* 
teral^  and  the  plaintiffs  might  have  inquired  into  the  fact^ 
had  they  desired  the  information.  And  further^  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  purchase  was  in  fact  induced  by 
the  representation^  or  that  it  would  not  have  been  made^ 
if  the  plaintiffs  had  possessed  full  knowledge  that  the 
houses  at  Bio  and  at  Liverpool  were  not  distinct  esta- 
blishments. 

Lord  Abimgeb,  C«  B. — As  this  case  has  been  so  fully 
argued^  I  think  it  right  to  make  some  remarks  upon  the 
arguments  used  by  counsel.  There  has  been  a  misunder- 
standing in  this  case  in  regard  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"  firaud.'*  The  fraud  which  vitiates  a  contract,  and  gives 
the  party  a  right  to  recover,  does  not  in  all  cases  ne- 
cessarily imply  moral  turpitude.  There  may  be  a  misre-  « « 
presentation  as  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  contract,  all  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  party  may  believe  to  be  true. 
Li  policies  of  insurance,  for  instance,  if  an  insurer  makes  a 
misrepresentation,  it  vitiates  the  contract :  such  contracts 
are,  it  is  true,  of  a  peculiar  nature,  and  have  relation  as 
well  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  the  event.  In  the 
case  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  public-house,  if 
the  seller  represent  by  mistake  that  the  house  realised 
more  than  in  fact  it  did,  he  would  be  defirauding  the 
purchaser,  and  deceiving  him ;  but  that  might  arise  from 
his  not  having  kept  proper  books,  or  from  non-atten- 
tion to  his  affairs;  yet  as  soon  as  the  other  party  dis- 
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Sack,  rf  PUa»,  covers  it^  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  the  loss  con- 
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^      ^  '  ^    sequent  upon  such  misrepresentation,  inasmuch  as  he  was 

MoBMs       thereby  induced  to  give  more  than  the  house  was  worth. 
HsTwoftTH.    That  action  might  be  sustained  upon  an  allegation  that  the 
representation  was  false,  although  the  party  making  it  did 
not  know  at  the  time  he  made  it  that  it  was  so.    It  is  not, 
however,  necessary  to  go  that  length  in  this  case.     [His 
Lordship  then  stated  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  continued.] 
It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  question  is,  whether  the  de- 
fendants have  committed  that  species  of  fraud  which  ren- 
ders them  liable  to  an  action.    That  depends  upon  the 
correct  interpretation  of  the  invoice  as  a  mercantile  instru- 
ment, and  upon  that  only.    Now,  it  is  for  mercantile  men, 
who  are  in  the  habit  of  seeing  such  documents  frequently, 
to  say  whether  or  not  the  form  of  the  invoice  in  this  case 
is  that  generally  adopted  where  the  goods  are  to  be  shipped 
and  sold  on  a  joint  account,  or  whether  it  imports  a  ship- 
ment of  goods  consigned  by  a  distinct  class  of  persons. 
Could  any  Judge,  looking  at  this  invoice,  say  that  it  means 
no  such  thing,  or  that  the  goods  might  not  have  been 
shipped  by  distinct  parties  to  the  house  at  Liverpool  ?    I 
should  think  not ;  and  if  so,  then  it  is  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine whether  it  imports,  among  mercantile  men,  a  shipment 
by  and  to  distinct  parties.    The  defendants  must  be  taken 
to  know  its  import;  and  if  it  does  import  that  which  is 
untrue,  viz.  that  the  goods  were  invoiced  by  distinct  par- 
ties to  them,  whereas  the  invoice  was  made  by  themselves 
to  themselves,  then,  if  they  meant  thereby  to  facilitate 
the  sale,  it  is  what  may  be  termed  a  legal  though  not  a 
moral  fraud.    It  appeared  to  me,  and  I  still  think,  that 
those  facts  ought  to  be  decided  by  the  jury.    Whether  the 
jury  have  drawn  a  right  conclusion  it  is  not  for  me  to  say. 
The  Court  are  disposed  to  think  that  another  jury  might 
oome  to  a  different  conclusion,  and  as  the  sum  is  large, 
I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  that  there  should  be  a 
new  trialj  on  the  single  point  as  to  the  representation  to 
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the  plaintiffs  that  the  goods  were  inyoiced  hj  distinct  par-  JSxek.  rf  Pieah 
ties.    That  must  be  on  payment  of  costs.  ^ 

MoBlfS 
9. 

PabkEj  B. — ^With  respect  to  the  first  and  second  Bmrwovnu 
counts,  it  is  clear  that  no  warranty  was  meant  to  be  given, 
and  eqoaUy  clear  that  the  coffee  was  not  represented  by 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  as  being  of  first  shipping 
quality ;  on  these  counts,  therefore,  the  defendants  are  en- 
titled to  the  verdict  upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  It  is  on 
the  third  count  that  the  only  question  arises.  To  support 
that  count,  it  was  essential  to  prove  that  the  defendants 
knowingly,  by  words  or  acts,  made  such  a  representation  as  is  *  * 
stated  in  the  third  count,  relative  to  the  invoice  of  these 
goods,  as  they  knew  to  be  untrue,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  thereby  induced  to  purchase  them,  which  they  other- 
wise would  not  have  done.  That  question  arises  on  the 
peculiar  allegations  set  forth  in  that  count.  [His  Lord- 
ship read  the  statement  of  the  representation  in  the 
third  count.]  To  give  a  right  of  action  for  that  re- 
presentation, it  was,  I  thinks  essential  to  prove  that,  by 
words  or  acts  of  the  defendants  or  their  agents^  it  was 
mhde  falsely,  and  for  the  improper  purpose  of  inducing  the 
plaintiffs  to  pxurchase  the  goods.  I  agree  with  the  rest  of 
the  Court,  that  there  was  some  evidence  to  support  that 
count;  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  defendants 
were  not  in  a  condition  to  ask  his  Lordship  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiffs,  nor  to  enter  the  verdict  for  them.  I  think  it 
essential  that  there  should  be  moral  firaud,  and  indeed  all  * » 
the  cases  shew  that  it  is,  though  the  word  legal  firaud  is 
used.  That  is  a  description  of  firaud  not  of  so  grave  and 
serious  a  character,  that  is  to  say,  a  representation  made 
without  any  private  view  of  benefit  to  the  party  making  it. 
The  case  of  a  policy  of  insurance  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be 
analogous  to  the  present ;  those  instruments  are  made  upon 
an  implied  contract  between  the  parties,  that  everything 
material  known  to  the  assured  should  be  disclosed  by  them. 
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jRreA.  qfPieat,  That  is  the  basis  on  which  the  contract  proceeds ;  and  it  is 
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material  to  see  that  it  is  not  obtained  by  means  of  un- 
ifosNs  true  representation  or  concealment  in  any  respect.  In 
Hbtwohth.  this  case  the  plaintiffs  must  prove  a  representation,  by 
words  or  acts,  of  that  as  being  true  which  was  known  to 
the  defendants  to  be  untrue;  as  in  the  case  of  PoUdU 
V.  Walter,  in  which  a  party  had  falsely  represented  that  he 
was  authorized  to  accept  a  bill  by  procuration;  so  also 
in  Foster  v.  Charles,  where  the  allegation  of  the  party  was 
by  a  false  representation  of  character.  In  both  these 
cases,  there  was  not  any  deliberate  intention  to  deceive,  yet  it 
was  called  a  fraud,  though  it  was  not  of  so  grave  a  character. 
Now  the  only  inference  of  fraud  in  the  present  case  arises 
from  the  peculiar  form  of  the  instrument;  that  is  a  part  of  the 
case  which  seems  fit  for  a  jury,  the  question  being,  whether 
the  invoice  woidd  necessarily  be  understood  by  mercantile 
men  as  an  invoice  usually  passing  from  one  house  to  an- 
other. I  think  my  Lord  could  not  have  withdrawn  that 
evidence  from  the  jury ;  but  if  I  were  to  give  an  opin* 
ion  on  the  form  of  this  invoice,  I  shoidd  say  that  the  mere 
similarity  in  the  names  would  favour  the  idea  that  it  was  a 
joint  speculation,  at  all  events  sufficiently  to  excite  in- 
quiry, if  the  plaintiffs  meant  to  buy  on  the  basis  of  this 
being  a  representation  that  the  goods  were  conveyed  by  a 
distinct  house.  I  think,  therefore,  that  there  should  be  a 
new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

Alderson,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  propriety  of  a 
new  trial.  [His  Lordship  then  reviewed  the  evidence,  and 
continued.]  It  has  been  urged  by  counsel,  that  the  repre- 
sentation was  in  terms  true.  I  do  not  agree  to  that,  be- 
cause I  consider  that  if  a  person  makes  a  representation,  or 
takes  an  oath,  of  that  which  is  true,  if  he  intend  that  the  par- 
ty to  whom  the  representation  is  made  should  not  believe  it 
to  be  true,  that  is  a  false  representation;  and  so  he  who  takes 
an  oath  in  one  sense,  knowing  it  to  be  administered  to  him 
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in  finother,  takes  it  falsely.  This  may  be  illustrated  by  an  Bsek.qfP!ias, 
anecdote  of  a  very  eminent  ambassador.  Sir  Henry  Wotton 
irhOf  when  he  was  asked  what  advice  he  would  give  to  a 

At 

young  diplomatist  going  to  a  foreign  court,  said — ''  I  have  Hbtwobth. 
found  it  best  always  to  tell  the  truth,  as  they  will  never 
believe  any  thing  an  ambassador  says,  so  you  are  sure  to  take 
them  in/^  Now  Sir  Henry  Wotton  meant  that  he  should 
tell  a  lie.  This,  no  doubt,  was  only  said  as  a  witticism, 
but  it  illustrates  my  meaning.  In  the  present  case,  the 
plaintiffs  must  shew  that  this  invoice  was  sent  to  the 
broker,  that  he  might  represent  to  the  buyer,  or  that  the 
buyer  might  think,  that  these  goods  came  to  the  defend- 
ants firom  an  independent  house,  and  that  the  defendants 
were  not  interested  in  the  shipment  of  them.  I  think  that 
was  for  the  jury,  and  that  there  was  some  evidence  for 
them  on  that  point,  although  very  slight.  We  therefore 
cannot  make  the  rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit,  but 
we  may  grant  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  have  not  heard  the  whole  of  the  argu- 
ment on  either  side,  but  in  as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
form  a  judgment,  I  concur  in  what  my  learned  Brothers 
have  said. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  on  the  third 
count,  on  payment  of  costs. 


The  two  first  counts  of  the  declaration  having  been 
struck  out  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court,  the  cause 
was  tried  again  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term.  It  then  appeared  that  the 
contract  was  signed  and  completed  on  the  4th  of  April,  1840, 
and  it  was  not  until  the  8th  of  April  that  the  shipping 
invoice  was  received  by  Corrie  &  Co.  from  Liverpool,  and 
shewn  to  the  plaintiffs.    Evidence  was  given  by  persons 
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EMdk  tf  PUa$,  connected  with  the  coffee  trade  that  such  an  invoice  im- 
ported a  sale  by  a  house  distinct  from  the  consignee*  It 
was  insisted  for  the  defendants,  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  charge  the  defendants  in  an  action  of  tort,  and  that  the 
exhibiting  of  the  invoice  to  the  plaintiffs,  after  the  comple- 
tion of  the  contract,  could  not  be  taken  into  consideration, 
inasmuch  as  it  was  impossible  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
thereby  have  been  induced  to  make  the  purchase.  The 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  summing  up,  left  it  (in  substance)  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  defendants  knowingly  repre- 
sented to  the  plaintiffs  that  the  coffee  was  invoiced  to  them 
by  a  distinct  house,  and  the  jury  again  found  for  the 
plaintiffs.  In  Michaelmas  Term,  /2.  F.  Richards  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  action 
should  have  been  brought  upon  the  contract,  and  not  in 
tort,  the  alleged  representation  being  in  truth,  if  anything, 
a  material  part  of  the  contract  itself:  but  the  cause  was 
compromised  before  the  rule  came  on  for  argument. 


c 
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Exeh.  of  Pleoi, 
1842. 

Walker  and  Others  v.  Jackson  and  Others.  .,    », 

May  31. 

ASE  against  the  defendants^  three  of  the  directors  of  Declaration  in 
the  Woodside  Ferry  Company.    The  declaration  stated,  owneTofr''* 
that  the  defendants,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  ff^^ry  stated, 

*^    that  the  de- 

of  the  goods  and  chattels  to  them,  and  of  the  committing  fendanta  were 
of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  fe^  across  the 
26th  of  August,  1840,  were  possessed  of  a  certain  ferry  ^^^  w^We 
across  a  certain  arm  of  the  sea  called  the  River  Mersey,  *»  Liverpool, 

"  '   and  that  the 

firom  Woodside,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  to  Liverpool,  in  piaintifi  deii- 
the  county  of  Lancaster;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  ^ruingoods^ 
wit,  on  &c.,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  J^ J^'^^^J  J^^^ 
then  delivered  to  the  defendants  certain  goods  and  chattels  tain  jewellery 

and  watches 

of  the  plaintiffs  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  contained  in  it, 
£10,000,  to  wit,  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  phaeton  and  J^fendani^for 

reward  to  them 
in  that  behalf,  taken  care  of  and  carried  in  a  certain  steam-boat  from  Woodside  to  Liverpool,  toad 
there  landed  for  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  defendants  accepted  and  received  the  said  carriage  so  con- 
taining the  said  jewellery  and  watches  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  it  became  their  duty  to  take  proper 
care  of  them  while  they  remained  in  their  custody,  and  in  and  about  the  carriage,  conveyance, 
and  landing  of  the  same  as  aforesaid.  Breach,  that  the  defendants  took  such  bad  care  of  the 
said  carriage,  jewellery,  and  watches,  and  so  negligently  conducted  themselves  in  and  about  the 
carriage,  conveyance,  and  landing  of  the  same,  that  they  were  injured. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  deliver  to  the  defendants,  nor  did  they  accept  and  receive 
firom  the  plaintiffs,  the  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  be  by  them  carried  and  conveyed 
in  the  said  steam- boat  from  Woodside  to  Liverpool,  and  there  landed  for  the  plaintifi^,  for 
reward  to  them  in  that  behalf,  modo  et  form&. 

Jletdt  that  a  contract  to  carry  and  land  the  carriage  and  jewellery,  as  stated  in  the  declaration , 
could  not  be  implied  from  the  mere  character  of  the  defendants  as  owners  of  the  ferry.  But 
that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  there  was  in  fact  a  contract  between  the  parties, 
either  express  or  implied  from  usage,  to  receive  the  carriage  on  board,  and  to  land  it  again  at 
the  end  of  the  transit  across  the  river. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  went  on  board  the  defendant's  steam-boat,  with  his  horse  and 
carriage,  paying  the  defendants'  charge  for  a  **  light  four-wheeled  phaeton ;"  that  jewellery  and 
watches  of  great  value,  which  much  increased  its  weight,  were  contained  in  a  box  under  the 
seat ;  and  that  he  made  no  communication  of  that  fact  to  the  defendants.  The  carriage  was 
taken  safely  across  the  river,  and  on  the  arrival  of  the  boat  at  the  pier  head  at  Liverpool,  two 
of  the  defendants'  servants  put  the  carriage  out  upon  the  slip,  and  commenced  drawing  it  up 
the  slip  towards  the  quay,  but  in  doing  so  were  overpowered  by  its  weight,  and  it  ran  down 
into  the  river,  whereby  the  jewellery  and  watches  were  injured  :~-He/f^  that  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  action  for  this  injury  was  not  affected  by  his  not  having  communicated  the  fact  of  the 
jewellery  and  watches  being  contained  in  the  carriage : — ffeld  also,  that  it  was  a  further 
question  for  the  jury  (supposing  a  contract  to  land  were  established)  whether  the  landing  was 
complete  under  the  above  circumstances. 

Held,  also,  that  to  rebut  evidence  of  a  usage  to  take  on  board  and  land  the  carriages  of  pas- 
sengers, a  notice  stuck  up  at  the  door  of  entrance  for  foot  passengers  to  the  slip  at  Woodside,  but 
not  visible  to  those  who  came  with  carriages,  nor  shewn  to  have  been  known  to  the  plaintiff, — 
that  the  defendants  did  not  undertake  to  load  or  discharge  horses  or  carriages,  and  would  not  be 
responsible  for  Iom  or  damage  thereto^ — was  not  admissible. 
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Rxeh,  of  Pkai,  Certain  jeweDery  and  watches^  to  wit,  ten  boxes  of  jewel- 
^  _  •  ^  lery  and  five  bags  of  watches,  contained  and  being  in  the 
said  carriage,  to  be  by  the  defendants,  for  reward  to  them 
in  that  behalf,  taken  care  of  and  carried  and  conveyed  in  a 
certain  steam-boat,  from  Woodside  aforesaid  to  Liverpool 
aforesaid,  and  there,  to  wit,  at  Liverpool  aforesud,  landed 
for  the  plaintiffs ;  and  the  defendants,  to  wit,  then  took, 
accepted,  and  received  the  said  carriage  so  containing  the 
said  jewellery  and  watches  as  aforesaid,  of  and  fit>m  the 
plaintiffs,  for  the  purposes  aforesaid;  and  it  then  became 
and  was  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  take  due  and  proper 
care  of  the  said  carriage,  jewellery,  and  watches,  whilst 
they  remained  in  their  custody  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
and  to  take  due  and  proper  care  in  and  about  the  carriage, 
conveyance,  and  landing  of  the  same  as  aforesaid.  Yet  the 
defendants,  not  regarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf,  but 
contriving  &;c.,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  took  so  little 
and  such  bad  and  improper  care  of  the  said  carriage,  jewel- 
lery, and  watches,  whilst  they  remained  in  their  custody 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  took  so  little  and  such  bad 
and  improper  care,  and  so  negligently  conducted  them- 
selves in  and  about  the  carriage,  conveyance,  and  landing 
of  the  same  as  aforesaid,  that  the  same  then,  by  reason  of 
the  bad,  imperfect,  and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendants, 
their  mariners  and  servants,  in  that  behalf,  became  and 

^  were  very  much  broken,  injured,  wetted,  &c,  &c. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  did 
not  deliver  to  them  the  defendants,  nor  did  they  accept 
and  receive  from  the  plaintiffs,  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part 

j"!  thereof,  to  be  by  the  defendants  carried  and  conveyed  in 

the  said  steam-boat  from  Woodside  aforesaid  to  Liverpool 
aforesaid,  and  there  landed  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  reward  to 
them  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  in  manner  and  form 
&c.  Thirdly,  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  to,  and 
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accepted  and  received  by  them  the  defendants,  to  be  fer-  Exeh.  rf  Pinu, 
lied  across  the  said  ferry  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
there  landed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  said 
reward  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  them  in  that  behalf 
was  for  and  in  respect  of  such  ferryage,  and  landing  and 
delivery,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  nothing  else.  And  the 
defendants  further  say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  delivery 
and  acceptance  and  receipt  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels, 
that  is  to  say,  on  the  said  26th  day  of  August,  1840,  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants, 
as  part  of  the  terms  of  the  said  acceptance  and  receipt, 
that  they  the  defendants  were  not  to  be  in  anywise  answer- 
able or  accountable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  any  loss  thereof  or 
damage  thereto  which  might  occur  in  the  course  of  the 
said  ferryage  and  landing  and  delivery ;  and  they  the  de- 
fendants then  accepted  and  received  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  to  be  so  ferried  and  landed  and  delivered  as  afore- 
said upon  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  and  upon  no 
other  terms  whatsoever,  whereof  the  plaintiffs  then  had 
knowledge  and  notice.  And  the  defendants  further  say, 
that  the  said  loss  and  damage  of  the  said  goods  and  chat- 
tels in  the  declaration  mentioned  happened  and  took  place 
without  any  personal  negligence  or  want  of  care  whatsoever 
by  the  defendants  themselves,  and  without  any  gross  neg- 
ligence or  misfeasance  of  their  mariners  or  servants,  or 
otherwise  howsoever.    Verification. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas, 
and  to  the  third  replied  de  injuria,  on  which  also  issue  was 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Hlghiman,  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  Sum- 
mer Assizes,  1841,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were  jewel- 
lers at  Birmingham,  and  that  on  the  26th  of  August,  1840, 
one  of  the  plaintiffs,  travelling  on  behalf  of  the  firm,  put  on 
board  one  of  the  defendants'  steam-boats  at  Woodside,  to  be 
carried  across  to  Liverpool,  a  horse  and  phaeton,  the  latter 
of  which  contained,  in  the  box  seat,  jewellery  and  watches  of 
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£m*.  iff  Pleat,  is  an  action  founded  upon  a  contract.  Who  is  to  land 
'  carriages  from  the  defendants'  boats  but  the  servants  of 
the  defendants?  the  owners  do  not  bring  iJteir  seryants 
to  do  it.  And  whether  the  men  do  this  as  the  employees  of 
the  owner,  or  as  the  servants  of  the  ferryman,  is  altogether 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  which  the  defendants 
ought  to  have  required  to  be  left  to  them* 

In  like  manner,  it  is  a  mere  question  of  fact  what 
amounted  to  a  landing  within  the  contract.  It  is  obvious 
that  if  the  defendants  were  bound  to  land  at  all,  they  were 
bound  to  land  sqfely ;  and  why  did  they  attempt  to  take 
the  phaeton  up  the  slip,  unless  because  it  was  an  ordinary 
part  of  their  duty,  under  the  contract,  to  land  it  safely  on 
the  top.  The  question  of  negligence  was  entirely  for  the 
jury ;  and  whether  the  landing  was  over  or  not  is  part  of 
the  question  of  negligence.  Landing  without  negligence 
is  landing  in  a  secure  place. 

Thirdly,  the  question  as  to  the  necessity  of  notice  was 
also  a  question  of  fact.  But  the  defendants  could  not 
avail  themselves  of  this  point  without  proof  on  their  parts 
of  some  notice  limiting  their  liability ;  in  the  absence  of 
that,  the  law  will  not  raise  any  such  implied  limitation. 
But  again — if  the  injury  arose  from  the  plaintiffs'  having 
thrown  the  defendants  off  their  guard,  by  sending  on 
board  a  carriage  too  heavily  laden  to  be  safely  landed  by 
the  ordinary  means,  that  negatived  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants ;  and  the  question  of  negligence  was  left 
to  the  jury. 
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Knowles  and  Martin^  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  only 
question  left  to  the  jury  was,  whether  there  was  any  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and 
the  question  whether  the  landing  was  complete  was  never 
put  to  them.  First,  the  defendants  did  not  contract  to 
carry  the  concealed  jewellery,  by  which  the  weight  of  the 
carriage  was  doubled.    There  was  nothing  to  draw  their 
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attention  to  its  contents^  and  the  plaintiff  paid  only  the   Bxeh.ofPUo9, 
charge  for  a  ''light  phaeton/'     The  defendants  are  not     v_.^,J-^ 
common  carriers,  but  mere  bailees  for  hire,  and  liable  only      Walker 
for  the  want  of  reasonable  care.     The  contract  here  was      Jackson. 
only  to  carry  a  phaeton^  which  required  no  extraordinary 
care.   If  they  had  known  the  additional  weighty  they  might 
have  exercised  greater  and  adequate  care  in  landing  it. 
Before  it  can  be  said  that  a  person  in  the  situation  of  the 
defendants  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  carrying,  it  must 
appear  that  he  knows  what  he  is  carrying,  and  therefore 
what  degree  of  care  is  requisite  to  its  security. 

Secondly,  the  question  whether  the  defendants  contracted 
to  land  the  carriage  was  not  left  to  the  jury ;  it  was  treated 
as  a  question  of  law.  Now  the  only  evidence  of  any  contract 
at  all  was  of  a  contract  resulting  from  the  defendants' 
situation  and  supposed  duty  as  ferrymen.  But  the  duty 
of  a  ferryman  is  only  to  supply  a  boat,  to  pass  over  pas- 
sengers with  their  goods :  Termes  de  la  Ley ;  Payne  v. 
Partridge  (a).  The  ferryman  never  takes  possession  of  the 
goods  at  all :  they  remain  as  much  in  the  possession  of  the 
owner,  as  when  a  man  drives  over  a  bridge  subject  to  a 
toll.  It  being,  therefore,  no  part  of  his  duty  or  contract 
as  a  ferryman  to  take  the  goods  of  the  passengers  into  his 
possession,  he  is  not  chargeable  in  respect  of  their  custody 
— They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Pabke,  B. — ^Unfortunately  we  cannot  collect  exactly 
in  what  mode  this  question  was  left  to  the  jury,  but  all  the 
Court  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  question  for  the 
jury,  whether  there  was  a  contract  between  these  parties, 
implied  by  usage  or  otherwise,  to  receive  this  carriage  into 
the  defendants'  care,  to  put  it  on  board,  and  to  land  it 
again  at  the  expiration  of  the  transit.  The  question  is 
whether  there  was  any  such  contract  existing  between  these 

(a)  1  Show.  257  ;  1  Salk.  12. 
VOL.  X.  N  M.  W. 
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Srch.  rf  Pleat,  parties,  and  I  think  the  simple  circumstance  of  the  defend- 
ants being  ferrymen  would  not  give  rise  to  the  contract 
laid  in  this  declaration,  nor  import  an  obligation  on  the 
Jackson,  ferryman  to  take  the  trouble,  either  of  putting  a  carriage 
on  board  or  discharging  it  out  the  vessel  on  her  arrival. 
It  might  be  such  a  ferry  as  that  by  usage  the  ferryman 
takes  that  obligation  upon  himself;  and  the  question  will  be, 
whether  there  is  such  a  usage  in  this  case,  and  whether  the 
defendants  contracted,  not  merely  to  carry  across  the  river, 
but  to  take  the  carriage  into  their  care,  and  to  land  it  in 
safety :  and  then  will  arise  the  further  question,  whether  it 
was  properly  taken  care  of  by  being  placed  at  the  bottom 
of  the  slip,  and  in  a  place  of  security.  This  carriage  was 
left  standing  at  the  bottom  of  the  slip,  and  the  question  is 
whether  it  ought  not  to  have  been  carried  up  the  slip 
immediately,  so  as  never  to  have  been  in  a  state  of  insecu-^ 
rity ;  and  whether  such  would  not  be  the  defendants'  duty 
in  landing  it.  The  questions,  therefore,  are,  whether  there 
was  a  contract,  by  virtue  of  which  the  defendants  were  to 
land  the  carriage  at  the  expiration  of  the  passage,  and 
whether  the  landing  was  complete  by  placing  it  at  the 
bottom  of  the  slip,  or  whether  they  were  not  bound  to 
take  it  up  and  put  it  on  the  quay.  These  are  questions  of 
fact,  which  should  have  been  determined  by  the  jury,  and 
it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  they  have  been  satisfactorily 
lefb,  so  as  to  enable  the  jury  to  determine  them. 

With  regard  to  the  other  objections  made  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  to  this  contract,  we  think  they  are  not  such 
as  ought  to  prevail.  There  is  no  doubt  that  there  was  a  de^^ 
livery  of  the  carriage  and  its  contents,  and  that  included  the 
jewellery ;  the  objection,  therefore,  urged  by  Mr.  Knowlei, 
tH  that  there  was  no  delivery  of  the  jewellery,  cannot  prevail. 

And  I  take  it  now  to  be  perfectly  well  understood,  accord* 
ing  to  the  majority  of  opinions  upon  the  subject,  that  if  any 
thing  is  delivered  to  a  person  to  be  carried,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  person  receiving  it  to  ask  such  questions  about  it  as 
may  be  necessary ;  if  he  ask  no  questions,  and  there  b^  no 
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fraud  to  give  the  case  a  false  complexion^  on  the  delivery  of  Bxch.  rf  Pleat, 

the  parcel^  he  is  bound  to  carry  the  parcel  as  it  is.     It  is  '  ^ 

the  duty  of  the  person  who  receives  it  to  ask  questions ;  if  ♦   WALic»a 

they  are  answered  improperly^  so  as  to  deceive  him,  then      Jacksok. 

there  is  no  contract  between  the  parties ;  it  is  a  fraud  which 

vitiates  the  contract  altogether.     But  in  this  case,  if  there 

was  a  delivery  at  all  of  the  carriage,  with  the  jewellery  in 

it,  it  was  a  delivery  to  be  carried  for  reward,  namely,  five 

ahillings.    The  objections  made  on  this  ground,  therefore, 

ought  not  to  prevail :  but  we  think  there  ought  to  be  a 

new  trial,  in  order  to  establish  these  two  points:  first, 

whether  there  was  a  delivery,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration, 

of  the  carriage  to  the  defendants ;  and  secondly,  whether 

the  defendants  entered  into  any  contract,  either  express  or 

implied,  to  land  the  carriage  upon  its  arrival  on  the  shore^ 

and  in  what  way  such  landing  was  to  take  place, — whether 

•imply  by  leaving  it  at  the  bottom  of  the  slip,  or  whether 

it  was  their  duty,  according  to  their  contract,  to  carry  it  up 

the  slip,  and  leave  it  on  the  pier-head.     If  such  was  their 

duty,  the  only  remaining  question  wiU  be,  whether  they 

were  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  performance  of  it.    All 

these  are  questions  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  jury,  but  it  does 

not  satisfactorily  appear  that  they  have  at  present  decided 

upon  them.     The  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Aldebson,  B. — If  the  question  in  this  case  depended  sim- 
ply upon  this,  whether  there  were  negligence  in  the  defend- 
ants, and  whether  the  carriage  ought  to  have  been  carried 
up  the  slip  by  four  instead  of  two  persons,  considering  the 
weight  of  it,  and  considering  the  circumstances  connected 
with  it,  which  the  defendants  might  fairly  be  considered  to 
be  acquainted  with,  I  think  the  verdict  ought  not  only  not 
to  be  disturbed,  but  that  it  would  have  been  perfectly 
right.  But  a  further  question  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury,  and  which  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  them,  is, 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  of  the  phaeton,  including  the 
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Bjreh.  of  Pieai,  jewellery,  having  been  delivered  to  the  defendants,  to  be 
^®^^'        carried  by  them  on  behalf  of  the  plainti£fs.    That  is  a 
question  upon  which  the  jury  ought  to  have  passed  their 
judgment,  and  there  is  evidence  by  which  they  might  have 
established  that  fact  either  one  way  or  the  other. 

Then  the  next  question  will  be,  what  was  the  nature  of 
the  alleged  contract  ?  Was  it  to  carry  across,  or  to  carry 
across  and  to  land?  And  a  further  question  is  as  to  the 
landing  itself;  whether  they  were  guilty  of  negligence  in 
landing.  What  is  a  landing  ?  That  is  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine. Is  it  putting  the  carriage  on  shore  in  a  secure 
place,  where  it  would  remain  in  safety  unless  it  were 
removed  out  of  that  position  ?  K  that  is  a  landing,  then 
it  will  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  that  has  been  done 
in  the  present  case.  Even  supposing,  however,  that  the 
putting  it  at  the  bottom  of  the  slip  only  is  a  landing,  I 
apprehend  that  if  the  defendants  themselves  do  not  leave 
it  there,  but  proceed  to  drag  it  up  the  slip,  and  in  that 
conduct  themselves  negligently,  by  not  applying  a  sufficient 
force,  they  would  still  be  liable,  notwithstanding  they  would 
have  landed  it  under  the  circumstances ;  because  it  may  be 
considered  as  one  and  the  same  act,  and  the  criterion  is  not 
the  length  of  time  that  it  rests  in  that  position,  but  whether 
the  parties  who  so  placed  it  at  the  bottom  of  the  slip  desisted, 
and  left  the  rest  to  be  done  by  other  persons.  All  these 
are  questions  upon  which  the  jury  ought  to  exercise  their 
judgment. 

OuRNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 


The  case  was  again  tried  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  at 
Liverpool,  before  Hojfe,  B.,  when  it  was  proved  to  have 
been  the  invariable  usage  and  custom  for  the  defendants  to 
land  carriages  put  on  board  their  steam-boats,  (or  the 
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purpose  of  being  conveyed  over  the  ferry,  on  their  arrival  -£«?*•  «/  ^^«»» 
on  the  opposite  side.  The  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of 
rebutting  the  inference  of  a  contract  on  their  part  arising 
firom  this  usage,  tendered  in  evidence  certain  placards, 
containing  a  list  of  the  charges  and  ferryages  by  the 
Woodside  Ferry  Company,  subjoined  to  which  was  a  notice 
that  the  proprietors  did  not  undertake  to  load  or  discharge 
horses,  carriages,  &c.,  and  that  they  would  not  in  anywise 
be  responsible  for  any  loss  thereof  or  damage  thereto.  These 
placards  were  proved  to  have  been  hung  up  on  each  side  of 
the  covered  gate  by  which /oo/  passengers  entered  the  slip 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  on  board ;  but  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff,  and  other  persons  with  carriages,  went  down 
to  the  boat  by  another  entrance,  at  which  there  were  no 
notices,  and  persons  going  in  carriages  could  not  see  the 
notices  at  the  foot  passengers^  gate.  This  evidence  was 
objected  to  by  the  plidntiffs^  counsel,  and  the  learned  Judge 
refused  to  receive  it.  The  plaintiffs  having  again  obtained 
a  verdict,  Knawles,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  above  evidence  ought  to  have  been  re- 
ceived ;  against  which 

Baines  and  Crompton  now  shewed  cause. — The  evidence 
was  properly  rejected.  It  was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  it 
was  the  invariable  usage  of  the  defendants  to  land  carriages 
ferried  over  in  their  boats,  and  from  that  usage  a  contract 
was  properly  inferred  that  they  undertook  safely  to  land  the 
plaintiffs'  carriage ;  and  that  cannot  be  affected  by  a  notice 
stuck  up  under  cover,  in  the  entrance  for  foot  passengers, 
which  the  plaintiff,  going  with  a  carriage,  had  no  means  of 
seeing,  and  which  it  was  not  shewn  had  come  in  any  way  to 
his  knowledge.  The  evidence  was  therefore  inadmissible;  and 
if  it  had  been  admitted,  must  have  been  utterly  valueless. 
The  only  way  in  which  it  could  i>ossibly  be  evidence,  would 
have  been  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  some  of  the  facts 
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Bjieh.  rfPJtoM^  whicli  the  plaintiffs  had  proved^  as  to  the  custom  of  landiiif 

carriages;  but  it  could  not  affect  that  question^  because  the 
evidence  shewed  that  the  notice  was  so  placed,  that  it 
could  not  be  seen  by  persons  going  with  carriages.  If 
these  placards  were  admissible  in  evidence,  they  would  be 
equally  receivable  if  they  had  been  proved  to  have  been 
stuck  up  in  the  most  remote  part  of  Liverpool.  The  plain- 
tiffs' evidence  was  confined  to  acts  done  by  the  defendants, 
and  did  not  include  declarations  to  or  by  third  persons ; 
and  this  being  a  mere  declaration  by  writing,  it  could  not 
be  used  to  explain  the  plaintiffs'  case,  and  could  not  be  any 
evidence  against  them,  unless  it  were  shewn  in  some  way 
to  have  come  to  their  knowledge. 

Knawles  and  Martin,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^This  was 
not  an  action  against  the  defendants  as  common  carriers, 
but  upon  a  contract  safely  to  carry  and  land  the  plain- 
tiffs' carriage ;  and  the  onus  of  proving  that  contract 
lay  upon  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendants  admit,  if  it  had 
been  otherwise,  that  this  would  not  have  been  evidence, 
because  in  that  case  they  could  not  have  affected  the  plain- 
tiffs without  shewing  notice  to  them.  But  here,  if  there 
is  any  contract,  it  is  one  to  be  inferred  from  the  general 
conduct  of  the  defendants  in  their  dealing  with  the  public. 
Of  that  conduct  the  putting  up  of  these  placards  formed 
an  important  part,  and  must  be  taken  into  consideration 
as  restricting  their  liability.  It  is  admitted  that  the  de- 
fendants cannot  in  this  way  establish  a  new  contract  to 
cut  down  another ;  but  the  object  of  this  evidence  was  not 
to  cut  down  any  contract  established  by  the  plaintiffs'  evi- 
dence, but  to  explain  the  course  of  dealing  from  which  a 
contract  was  sought  to  be  inferred,  and  to  shew  what  that 
really  was.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  establish  a  contract  from 
the  conduct  of  the  defendants  with  respect  to  unknown 
persons,  and  from  certain  acts  done  by  them :  and  this  is 
not  to  be  restricted  to  such  facts  only  as  make  against 
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them.    The  exhibiting  of  this  placard  was  an  important  Exch.  of  pua», 
part  of  their  conduct^  and  was  legitimate  evidence  to  rebut 
the  contract  sought  to  be  established. 

Lord  Abingcb^  C.  B. — This  is  a  very  clear  case.  It  was 
established  by  an  irresistible  body  of  evidence^  that  it  was 
the  practice  of  the  defendants  to  land  carriages  passing 
over  the  ferry^  so  as  to  support  the  contract  set  forth  in 
the  declaration ;  and  in  order  to  meet  that  evidence^  the 
defendants  proposed  to  read  these  notices.  In  general^  in 
cases  of  this  nature^  it  is  usual  to  give  some  evidence  of 
the  probability  that  the  parties  were  made  acquainted  with 
the  contents  of  such  notices^  as  by  shewing  that  the  notice 
was  inserted  in  a  newspaper  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit 
of  taking,  or  in  a  public  office  he  was  in  the  habit  of  fre- 
quenting ;  and  I  see  no  reason  for  an  exception  in  this  in- 
stance, for  it  appeared  here  that  it  was  not  at  all  likely 
that  any  parties  who  brought  carriages  could  see  these  pla- 
cards. As  to  the  plaintiff  himself,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  he  did  see  them,  or 
even  that  it  was  probable  that  he  could  have  done  so.  The 
evidence,  therefore,  was  properly  rejected. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  acts 
proved  by  the  plaintiffs,  upon  which  they  relied  to  substan- 
tiate the  existence  of  a  contract,  were  those  done  with 
respect  to  persons  bringing  carriages.  These  notices  were 
stuck  up  in  the  way  for  foot  passengers,  and  it  appeared 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  go  by  that  way ;  neither  was  it 
shewn  that  any  person  with  a  carriage  ever  went  by  it. 
No  reasonable  probability,  therefore,  existed  that  the  plain- 
tiff, or  any  parties  going  with  carriages,  ever  saw  them, 

GuBNET,  B.,  concurred. 

SoLFE,  B. — The  defendants  expressly  admitted  on  the 


174 


CA8E8    IN    THS    EXCHEQUER, 


Exch.  rf  PUas,  trial,  that  they  could  not  bring  home  to  the  plaintiff  notic6 

of  these  placards ;  but  it  now  seems  to  be  contended,  that 
notice  of  them,  even  to  third  persons,  would  render  them 
admissible.  If  it  had  been  shewn  that  these  notices  had 
been  seen  by  a  considerable  number  of  the  public  bring* 
ing  oyer  carriages,  there  might  have  been  some  pretence 
for  saying  that  they  ought  not  to  have  been  rejected ;  but 
this  was  not  suggested,  neither  is  there  a  particle  of  evi<- 
deuce  of  such  a  fact.  On  the  contrary,  all  the  evidence 
shewed,  that,  with  respect  to  such  persons,  it  was  just  the 
same  as  if  the  notices  had  been  kept  in  the  desks  of  the 
company. 

Rule  discharged. 


JuneS. 

The  indorse- 
roent  on  a  se* 
cond  or  subse- 
quent writ  of 
summons, 
issued  under 
the  2  WilL  4, 
e.  89,  s.  10,  to 
save  the  Sta- 
tute of  LimiU- 
tions,  must  con- 
tain a  memo- 
randum, speci- 
fying the  date, 
not  only  of  the 
first  writ,  but  of 
the  return 
thereto. 


Williams,  Executor,  v.  Williams. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiff,  as  executor  of  H.  E.  Wil- 
liams, deceased,  on  a  promissory  note  for  55/.  10s.,  made 
by  the  defendant,  dated  the  26th  November,  1831,  pay- 
able to  the  testator  or  his  order,  six  months  after  date. 
There  was  also  a  count  on  an  account  stated  with  the  tes«> 
tator  in  his  lifetime. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  to 
which  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  heretofore,  and  in  the  life- 
time of  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  deceased,  and  after  the 
passing  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  the 
2  Will.  4,  intituled,  '^  An  Act  for  Uniformity  of  Process,*' 
&;c.,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  October,  1837,  the  defend- 
ant, being  indebted  to  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  deceasedi 
in  respect  of  the  promises  and  causes  of  action  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  for  the 
recovery  of  his  damages  sustained  on  occasion  of  the  non- 
performance by  the  defendant  of  the  said  several  promises 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of 
the  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Barons  of  her 
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Exchequer  at  Westminster,  a  certain  writ  close  of  our  said  S*ch.  of  PUat^ 
Lady  the  Queen,  called  a  writ  of  summons,  bearing  date  ^  ^  ^ 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  whereby  our  said  Lady  the  Williams 
Queen  commanded  the  defendant,  therein  described  of  Will'iamb. 
Wemlasdeg,  in  the  county  of  Carnarvon,  that  within  eight 
days  after  the  service  of  the  said  writ  on  him,  inclusive  of 
the  day  of  such  service,  he  should  cause  an  appearance  to 
be  entered  for  him  in  her  said  Majesty^s  said  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer of  Pleas  at  Westminster,  in  an  action  on  promises 
at  the  suit  of  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  deceased,  and  that 
he  should  take  notice,  that  in  default  of  his  so  doing,  the 
said  H.  B,  Williams  might  cause  an  appearance  to  be  en* 
tered  for  him,  and  proceed  therein  to  judgment  and  exe- 
cution ;  which  said  writ  bore  date  on  the  day  on  which 
the  same  was  issued,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
was  tested  in  the  name  of  James  Lord  Abinger,  Lord 
Chief  Baron  of  the  said  Court,  and  was  indorsed  with  the 
names  and  place  of  abode  of  Henry  Weeks  and  William 
Gilbertson,  the  attomies  suing  out  the  same,  and  to  which 
■aid  writ  was  subscribed  a  memorandum  that  the  same 
was  to  be  served  within  four  calendar  months  from  the 
date  thereof,  including  the  day  of  such  date,  and  not  after- 
wards. And  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  afterwards, 
within  one  calendar  month  next  after  the  expiration  of  the 
said  writ,  including  the  day  of  such  expiration,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  day  of  March,  A.D.  1838,  came  before  the  Court 
the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  by  Henry  Weeks  and  William 
Gilbertson,  his  attomies  as  aforesaid,  and  offered  himself 
against  the  defendant  in  the  action  aforesaid,  and  the 
said  Henry  Weeks  and  William  Gilbertson,  the  attornies 
who  sued  out  the  said  writ,  then  and  there  returned 
that  the  defendant  was  not  found  in  the  said  county  of 
Carnarvon,  or  within  200  yards  of  the  border  thereof, 
and  the  defendant  did  not  come,  and  had  not  appeared 
to  the  said  action,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  said 
writ;  and  the  said  writ,  with  such  return  as  aforesaid. 
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Sxeh.  qfPieoi,  was  then,  and  within  one  calendar  month  next  after  the 
.  ^  .  expiration  thereof,  including  the  day  of  such  expiration, 
Williams  entered  of  record,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  said 
Williams,  statute :  And  thereupon  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  by 
his  said  attomies,  prayed  another  writ  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen  to  be  issued  out  of  the  said  Court  there  against 
the  defendant,  in  continuance  of  the  said  first-mentioned 
writ,  nnd  it  was  granted  to  him,  &;c. :  And  thereupon  our 
said  Lady  the  Queen,  within  one  calendar  month  next 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  first^mentioned  writ,  includ- 
ing the  day  of  such  expiration,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  issued  forth  her  other  writ,  in  continuance 
of  the  said  first*  mentioned  writ  close,  whereby  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen  commanded  the  defendant,  therein  de- 
scribed as  of  Wemlasdeg,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  as  before 
she  had  commanded  him,  that  within  eight  days  after  the 
service  of  the  said  writ  on  him,  inclusive  of  the  day  of  such 
service,  he  should  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for 
him  in  her  said  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas  at  Westmin- 
ster, in  an  action  on  promises  at  the  suit  of  the  said  H.  B. 
Williams,  and  that  he  should  take  notice,  that  in  default 
of  his  so  doing  the  said  H.  B.  Williams  might  cause  an  ap- 
pearance to  be  entered  for  him,  and  proceed  thereon  to 
judgment  and  execution ;  which  said  writ  bore  date  the 
day  on  which  the  same  was  issued,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  and  was  tested  in  the  name  of  James 
Lord  Abinger,  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  said  Court,  and 
was  indorsed  with  the  names  and  place  of  abode  of  the 
said  Henry  Weeks  and  William  Oilbertson,  the  attomies 
actually  suing  out  the  same,  and  to  which  said  writ  was 
subscribed  a  memorandum,  that  the  same  was  to  be  served 
within  four  calendar  months  from  the  date  thereof,  includ- 
ing the  day  of  such  date,  and  not  afterwards ;  and  which 
said  last-mentioned  writ  contained  a  memorandum  indorsed 
thereon,  specifying  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  first- 
mentioned  writ,  &c.,  according  to  the  said  directions  of  the 
said  statute. 
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[The  replication  then^  after  stating  the  return  and  record-  B*th.  of  Pieat, 


1842. 


ing  of  this  writ^  and  the  issuing  of  various  other  writs  in 
continuation  of  it,  which  were  set  forth  with  similar  memo-  Williams 
randa  and  returns  {a),  stated  the  death  of  the  testator  Williams. 
during  the  pendency  of  a  writ,  the  abatement  of  the  pro- 
ceedings thereby,  the  commencement  of  the  present  action 
within  one  year  after  his  death,  and  concluded  with  the 
(nrdinary  verification,  but  without  any  verification  of  the 
several  writs  by  the  record.] 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  the  following  amongst  other 
causes : — For  that  it  is  stated  and  relied  on  in  the  said  re- 
plication,  that  the  said  H.  B.  Williams,  by  Henry  Weeks 
and  William  Gilbertson,  made  several  returns  therein  men- 
tioned, whereas  by  law  one  person  cannot  appear  or  sue 
out  a  writ,  or  make  returns  thereto  for  the  purpose  of  pre* 
venting  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  by 
more  than  one  attorney : — For  that  the  replication  alleges, 
that  the  said  writs,  except  the  first,  contained  a  memoran- 
dum indorsed  thereon,  specifying  the  day  of  the  date  of 
the  said  first-mentioned  writ,  &c.,  according  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  said  statute ;  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been 
shewn,  that  in  each  case  the  memorandum  specified  the 
day  of  the  date  of  the  next  preceding  writ : — For  that  the 
said  replication,  in  the  last-mentioned  allegation,  uses 
the  word  or  formula  "  &c."  and  the  defendant  is  unable 
to  infer  therefrom  what  was  included  in  the  said  memo- 
randum in  each  instance,  besides  the  day  of  the  said  date : 
— ^For  that  the  said  replication  alleges  and  relies  on  several 
writs  and  returns,  and  on  the  entries  of  record  thereof, 
and  the  replication  ought  in  each  instance  to  have  verified 
the  said  writ  and  return,  and  the  said  entry,  by  the  record ; 

(a)  In  the  course  of  the  case,  many  in  number,  to  set  out  only 

Aldenan,    B.,    suggested  that  it  the  first  and  second,  and  state  the 

would  be  better  for  the  future,  in-  rest  to  have  been  in  the  same  form 

stead  of  setting  out  all  the  writs,  as  the  second, 
which  might  be,  as  in  this  case, 
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JE5jrc*.  ofPUoit  and  the  plaintiff  ought  in  his  replication  to  have  referred 
^  *  ^     to  the  record  thereof  respectively,  whereas  he  omits  to  do 
Williams      jq^  and  in  lieu  thereof  concludes  his  replication  with  the 
WiixiAMi.     common  verification. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Jervis,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  first  objection 
to  this  replication  arises  on  the  words  of  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  the  10th  section  of  which 
requires  that  the  returns  to  writs  of  summons  sued  out  to 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  shall  be 
made  "  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  suing  out  the  same.'' 
Here  the  plaintiff  has  appeared  and  made  the  return  by 
two  attomies.  A  party  cannot  appear  by  two  attomies : 
such  an  appearance  is  a  nullity.  [Lord  Jbinger,  C.  B. — 
No ;  it  is  at  most  a  mere  irregularity :  the  defendant  is  in 
no  way  injured.  Alderson,  B. — There  is  no  averment  that 
they  are  distinct  persons;  and  without  that  it  is  only  bad 
grammar.]  Next,  the  indorsement  on  the  second  and 
subsequent  writs  should  have  contained  a  memorandum, 
not  only  of  the  date  of  the  first  writ,  but  also  of  the  date  of 
its  return.  The  same  section  of  the  statute  requires,  that 
every  writ  issued  in  contination  of  a  preceding  writ,  shall 
contain  a  memorandum  indorsed  thereon  or  subscribed 
thereto,  '^ specifying  the  date  of  the  first  writ  and  return;*' 
and  it  then  goes  on,  parenthetically  as  it  were,  to  point  out 
by  whom  the  return  shall  be  made :  viz. — "  to  be  made,  in 
bailable  process,  by  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  the 
writ  shall  be  directed,  or  his  successor  in  office,  and  in 
process  not  bailable,  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  suing 
out  the  same,  as  the  case  may  be.''  The  plaintiff  has  fallen 
into  the  mistake,  from  the  circumstance,  that  in  the  ordi- 
nary copies  of  the  act  of  Parliament  the  punctuation  is 
inaccurate,  a  semicolon  being  placed  after  the  word  writ, 
thus : — "specifying  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  first  writ;  and 
return  to  be  made  by"  &c.  &c.    In  order  to  avoid  the 
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difficulty  of  construing  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  has  snbsti-  Bxeh.o/Piea9, 

tuted  an  "  &c.,"  in  his  replication,  for  the  proper  allegation 

as  to  the  form  of  the  memorandum :  but  on  special  demur- 

rer,  the  Court  cannot  supply  the  requisite  allegation  by     Williams. 

means  of  the  ''&;c/'     Thirdly,  the  third  and  subsequent 

vrits  ought  to  have  mentioned  the  date  and  return  of  each 

of  the  prior  writs :  the  words  ''first  writ/'  mean  every  first 

or  previous  writ.     [AUerson,  B. — It  only  means  that  they 

shall  shew  when  the  action  was  commenced.]     Again,  as 

these  writs  are  stated  to  be  recorded,  the  replication  ought 

to  have  contained  a  verification  of  them  by  the  record. — 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Atherton  to  support  the  replication. — It  is  submitted 
that  the  proper  construction  of  the  10th  section  is,  to  re- 
quire only  a  memorandum  of  the  date  of  the  first  writ,  and 
not  of  the  date  of  its  return  also,  to  be  made  on  the  subse- 
quent writs  j  and  that  the  words,  ''and  return  to  be  made,'' 
must  be  read,  "which  return  is  to  be  made."  If  this  be 
not  so,  the  words,  "to  be  made,"  must  have  reference  to 
the  last  preceding  nominative  antecedent,  namely,  "memo- 
randum," the  effect  of  which  is,  that  the  entire  memoran- 
dum is  to  be  made,  in  bailable  process,  by  the  sheriff  or  his 
successor,  who  might  know  nothing  of  the  date  of  the  first 
writ  or  its  return,  where  it  had  been  lodged  with  and 
returned  by  his  predecessor  in  office.  [Aldersonj  B.— 
li  you  read  it  as  only  requiring  the  return  to  be  made, 
you  make  it  perfectly  good  sense,  without  any  addition. 
The  memorandum  is  to  contain  the  dates  both  of  the  writ 
and  of  its  retium,  whence  it  may  appear  that  it  has  been 
returned  within  one  month.    You  had  better  amend.] 

Atherton,  accordingly  prayed  leave  to  amend,  which  was 
granted  on  payment  of  costs :  otherwise. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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gseh.  of  Pleatf 
1842. 

Jum8,  Turquand  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Bartholomew  Van- 
DERPLANK  and  Samuel  Vanderplank,  Bankrupts,  t;. 
Samuel  Vanderplank. 

A.  andB.,  bro-  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  to  recover  the  sum  of 
^'''•"l^  In*       169/.  8«.,  and  such  amount  for  interest  as  the  Court  shall 

psrtnera  in  ' 

trade,  and  B.       award, 
being  largely 

indebted  to  the  The  declaration  contained  a  coimt  for  monej  had  and 
Lrrowed  £'506  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  bankrupts 
fromajoan^^  ]^qyq  their  bankruptcy,  and  a  count  upon  an  account 
waaaccuredby   stated  between  the  defendant  and  the  bankrupts;  audit 

a  bond  of  C. 

(the  uncle  of  A.  also  Contained  counts  for  money  had  and  received  by  the 
two  other  per-  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  for 
*^r''*of^ur-  i'^^^r^st  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  as  assig- 
ance  on  B.'8  ncos,  and  upou  au  account  stated  between  them.  To  this 
sum B. paid  the  defendant  pleaded, — first,  non  assumpsit;  secondly, 
SmcrtWp*'*  ^^^^  *^®  plaintiffs  were  not  assignees  of  the  estates  and 
funds.  B.  after,  effects  of  the  Said  Bartholomew  Vanderplank  and  Samuel 

wards  executed 

a  warrant  of  Vanderplank ;  and  thirdly,  that  the  said  Bartholomew  Van- 
TouroTc?.  to'  derplank  and  Samuel  Vanderplank  were  not  bankrupts  in 
lS«t\he*'*"'   manner  and  form  alleged. 

consequences  of 
the  bond.     B. 

having  made  default  in  payment  of  the  premiums  on  the  policy  of  assurance,  the  loan  eorapany 
called  on  C.  for  payment  under  this  bond;  whereupon  C.  entered  up  judgment  on  the  warrant  of 
attorney  against  B.,  and  issued  a  fi.  fa.  thereon,  which  was  levied  on  the  partnership  effects  on  the 
5th  August  1840.  At  that  time  A.  and  B.  were  in  a  state  of  hopeless  insolvency.  On  the  7th 
August,  another  fl.  fa.,  at  the  suit  of  another  creditor,  was  issued  against  B.,  and  levied  on  the 
partnership  effects.  On  the  8th  August,  A.,  in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  indorsed  and  delivered 
to  C,  on  account  of  his  claim  against  B.,  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  A.  and  B.  for  ;f81,  which 
were  paid  at  maturity;  and  on  the  10th,  A.  paid  to  C.  on  the  same  account,  out  of  the  monies  of 
the  firm,  a  further  sum  of  £80  in  cash.  On  the  llth,  a  docket  was  struck  against  A.  and  B., 
and  on  the  12th  a  fiat  issued  against  them,  grounded  on  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  on  the 
6th  of  August,  and  on  the  ISth  they  were  duly  adjudged  bankrupts. 

Held,  that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  recover  from  C.  the  amount  of  the  payments  so  made 
to  him  on  the  8th  and  10th  of  August,  and  that  they  were  not  protected  by  the  stat.  2  &  S 
Vict.  c.  29,  not  being  payments  really  and  bon&  fide  made  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute, 
even  though  C.  were  assumed  to  have  received  them  without  notice  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Semble,  (per  Alderion,  B.).  that  a  mere  payment  by  a  bankrupt  to  a  creditor,  after  the  aet  of 
bankruptcy,  is  not  a  contract,  dealing,  or  transaction  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  &  3  Vict  c.  29, 
but  that  the  case  of  such  a  payment  is  still  governed  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  81. 

QM«re,  whether  these  were  payments  made  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference  within  that 
section. 
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The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Lord  Abinaer,  C.  B.,  Sxeh.  ofPUat, 

1842 
at  the  sittings  after  last  Trinity  term,  and  after  the  opening    ^  «   ^  '  - 

address  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  suggested  Turquand 
by  his  Lordship,  that,  as  the  facts  of  the  case  were  almost  Vandbrplank 
wholly  undisputed,  it  should  be  left  to  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer to  determine  in  what  manner  the  verdict  should  be 
entered,  the  Court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences 
firom  the  facts  as  it  might  deem  just  and  reasonable.  Ac- 
cordingly a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to 
the  following  case : — 

The  defendant  is  the  uncle  of  the  bankrupts,  Bartholomew 
and  Samuel  Yanderplank,  of  whose  estate  the  plaintiffs  are 
assignees.  The  bankrupts,  until  immediately  before  the 
bankruptcy,  carried  on,  in  co-partnership,  the  business  of 
woollen  drapers,  in  Saville  Row«  On  or  about  the  5th 
January,  1839,  Bartholomew  Yanderplank,  one  of  the 
bankrupts,  borrowed  of  the  Victoria  Assurance  and  Loan 
Company  the  sum  of  £500,  and  effected  a  policy  of  assur- 
ance in  that  ofBce  for  £1000  upon  his  life.  The  premiums 
on  the  policy,  amounting  to  £25  per  annum,  were  payable 
half-yearly,  in  July  and  January  in  each  year,  or  within 
thirty  days  afterwards.  To  secure  the  re-payment  of  the 
£500,  and  the  interest  thereon,  and  the  premiums  by  half- 
yearly  payments  during  the  continuance  of  the  loan,  the 
defendant  in  this  action  and  his  brother,  John  Yanderplank, 
together  with  one  Bichard  Grant,  entered  into  a  joint  and 
several  bond,  as  sureties  to  the  trustees  of  the  Yictoria 
Assurance  and  Loan  Company.  Richard  Grant,  one  of 
such  sureties,  received  a  guarantee  from  John  Yanderplank, 
to  indemnify  him  from  all  claims  in  respect  of  the  joint  and 
several  obligations.  Of  the  £500  thus  raised,  £400  was 
paid  by  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  into  the  partnership 
funds,  and  £100  was  lent  by  him  to  the  said  Richard 
Grant,  who  was  a  customer  of  the  house,  but  at  the  time 
Bartholomew  Yanderplank  made  that  payment  into  the 
partnership  funds,  he  was  largely  indebted  to  the  partner- 
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Xxek.  rf  Pleat,  ship.    On  the  9th  March^  1839,  Bartholomew  Yanderplank 

^  '  '     executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  in  favour  of  the  defendant 

TuRQUAND     and   John  Yanderplank,   to  indemnify  them   against  all 

Yanderplank.  damages  they  might  sustain,  by  reason  of  their  having 

become  bound  as  such  sureties  to  the  Victoria  Assurance 
and  Loan  Company.  The  warrant  of  attorney  empowered 
the  defendant  and  John  Yanderplank  to  sign  judgmenti 
and  to  issue  execution  against  Bartholomew  Yanderplank, 
in  order  to  indemnify  themselves  from  the  payment  of  the 
j£500  and  interest,  and  the  premiums  on  the  policy  of 
assurance,  notwithstanding  the  bond  given  by  Bartholo- 
mew Yanderplank,  and  by  the  defendant  and  John  Yan- 
derplank and  Richard  Grant,  as  his  trustees,  should  not 
have  become  forfeited,  or  the  said  John  Yanderplank  and 
the  defendant  should  not  have  paid  the  monies  secured 
thereby,  or  any  part  thereof. 

For  some  years  the  bankrupts  have  been  connected  in 
business  with  Thomas  Ledgard  Evill,  by  whom  they  had 
been  assisted  from  time  to  time  with  advances  to  a  consi- 
derable amount.     These  advances  were  secured  by  accept- 
ances, some  of  which  were   discharged  at  maturity,  and 
others  were  renewed  from  time  to  time.     In  April,  1840, 
John  Yanderplank,  a  cloth-worker  in  Bartholomew -close, 
a  brother  of  the  defendant,  became,  and  continued  up  to 
the  date  of  the  fiat,  too  ill  to  attend  to  business,  and  was  on 
that  account  wholly  absent  from  London,  and  the  defendant 
during  the  interval  conducted  his  business.     On  the  10th 
July,  the  defendant  lent  to  the  bankrupts  d£600  upon 
mortgage  of  a  ship  they  had  purchased,  and  which  was  then 
fireighted  by  them  for  Algoa  Bay  and  the  East  Indies, 
Acceptances  in  favour  of  Mr.  Evill,  for  the  sums  of  288/.  14f, 
and  820/.  respectively,  were  on  the  21st  and  23rd  July, 
1840,  dishonoured  by  the  bankrupts.     On  the  18th  July, 
1840,  the  balance  which  the  bankrupts  had  at  their  bankers 
amounted  to  82/.  18«.  Zd.  only,  and  from  that  time  till 
after  their  bankruptcy  that  balance  remained  unaltered. 


TRINITY   TERM,  6  YICT.  188 

Buch  balance  having  been  attached,  on  or  about  the  8th  day  Ejich.  of  Pleas, 
of  August,  at  the  suit  of  Messrs.  Slater  and  Coates,  credi-  "'   ^ 

tors  of  the  bankrupts,  for  the  debt  then  due  to  them,  and  Turquand 
which  has  since  been  proved  by  them  under  the  said  fiat,  vandbrplank. 
On  the  4th  August,  the  bankrupts  dishonoured  several  of 
their  acceptances,  namely,  [setting  forth  six  acceptances 
given  to  different  parties  for  goods  sold,  and  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  £890;]  all  which  bills  hitherto  remain 
dishonoured  and  unpaid,  and  have  been  proved  under  the 
said  fiat;  and  at  that  time  the  bankrupts  were  under  other 
acceptances  to  the  amount  of  many  thousand  pounds,  all 
which  became  due  on  various  days,  some  in  the  same  month 
of  August,  and  the  others  in  the  months  of  September,  Oc- 
tober, and  November  following ;  and  the  bankrupts'  debts 
then  amounted  to  the  sum  of  18,000  and  upwards,  and 
their  assets,  which  consisted  principally  of  stock  in  trade, 
were  worth  about  £8,000,  and  firom  and  after  that  time 
they  made  no  payments  whatever,  save  to  the  defend- 
ant On  the  24th  July,  1840,  Mr.  EviU  commenced  an 
action  against  them  to  recover  8,913/.  \s.  lid.  The  decla- 
ration was  filed  on  the  1st  of  August  following,  and  on  the 
4th  August  the  bankrupts  employed  Charles  Thomas  as 
their  attorney  to  defend  that  action. 

Bartholomew  Yanderplank  having  made  default  in  pay- 
ment of  12/.  10^.,  being  the  half-year's  premium  which 
became  due  on  the  3rd  July,  1840,  or  within  thirty  days 
thereof,  the  Victoria  Assurance  and  Loan  Company  wrote 
on  the  8rd  August,  1840,  to  the  defendant  and  the  other 
sureties,  requiring  payment  of  the  amount.  The  defendant 
gave  the  said  Charles  Thomas,  who  was  the  attorney  of  him 
the  defendant,  instructions  to  see  the  said  Bartholomew 
Yanderplank  on  the  subject,  and  that  unless  he  imme- 
diately satisfied  the  demand,  he,  the  said  Charles  Thomas, 
was  to  put  the  defendant's  securities  in  force  against 
him.  The  said  Charles  Thomas,  in  pursuance  of  defend- 
ant's directions,  saw  the  said  Bartholomew  Yanderplank 
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Bxeh,  qfpieai,  on  that  and  the  following  day,  namely,  the  8rd  and  4th  of 

'  ^     August,  1840,  on  the  subject  of  the  claim  of  the  Victoria 

TuRQUANo     Company.     Up  to  the  4th  of  August,  1840,  Mr.  Charles 

Yanderplamk.  Thomas  had  no  knowledge  of  EvilFs  action,  or  of  Evill's 

bills  having  been  dishonoured,  or  that  they  the  said  Bar- 
tholomew and  Samuel  Y anderplank  were  in  a  state  of  in- 
solvency ;  but  on  that  day  the  proceedings  against  them 
by  Evill  became  known  to  the  said  Charles  Thomas,  and 
that  the  declaration  had  been  filed  on  the  1st  of  August, 
the  venue  London,  and  that  the  time  allowed  for  pleading 
was  about  expiring,  and  the  bankrupts  requested  him  to 
take  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain  time  to  plead.  The  in- 
formation thus  obtained  by  the  said  Charles  Thomas,  in- 
duced him  to  prepare  the  necessary  papers  to  enter  up 
judgment  against  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  on  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  given  by  him  to  the  defendant  and  John 
Yanderplank,  but  the  same  being  on  an  old  warrant  of 
attorney,  was  not  completed  till  next  day.  On  the  same 
day,  the  4th  of  August,  the  said  Charles  Thomas  obtained 
permission  of  Mr.  Robert  Watson  to  use  his  name  in 
defending  the  action  of  Mr.  Evill,  and  applied  for  and 
obtained  from  EvilFs  attorney  a  few  days  to  plead. 

On  the  5th  August,  1840,  judgment  was  entered  up  by 
the  said  Charles  Thomas  upon  the  said  warrant  of  att(Hmey 
against  Bartholomew  Yanderplank,  and  on  the  same  day 
a  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  issued  thereon  against  the  goods 
and  effects  of  the  said  Bartholomew  Yanderplank,  and  was 
levied  on  the  partnership  effects  of  the  bankrupts  at  Sa- 
ville  Row,  for  514/.  Is.  6d ,  besides  costs,  &c.  At  the  time 
of  the  levy,  and  of  the  payment  to  the  defendant  herein- 
after mentioned,  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Bartho- 
lomew Yanderplank  and  the  partnership  was,  that  Bar- 
tholomew stood  debtor  to  the  partnership  in  a  very  consi- 
derable sum.  Upon  the  same  day,  (5th  August),  the  said 
Charles  Thomas  saw  both  the  bankrupts  several  times  upon 
the  subject  of  the  claim  of  the  Yictoria  Assurance  and 
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Loan  Company^  and  explained  to  them  that  he  had  used  s*ch.  of  Phas, 
Mr.  Watson's  name  in  what  he  had  done  at  the  suit  of    v  ^ 

Mr.  Evill,  because  he  contemplated  he  should  have  to  sign  turquand 
judgment  and  issue  execution  against  Bartholomew  Yan- 
derplank  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  and  John  Yander- 
plank,  and  he  did  not  wish  to  appear  to  Mr.  Evill  as  the 
attorney  for  the  bankrupts  or  either  of  them^  whilst  he 
was  acting  against  them  for  the  defendant  and  John  Yan- 
derplank.  The  following  day,  (the  6th  of  August,  1840), 
the  bankrupt,  Samuel  Yanderplank,  caused  the  partner- 
ship of  himself  and  brother  to  be  that  day  dissolved,  and 
ibe  name  of  the  firm  of  Bartholomew  and  Samuel  Yander- 
plank was  erased  firom  the  front  of  the  premises  in  Saville 
Bow,  and  Samuel  Yanderplank's  name  alone  was  painted 
instead. 

Upon  the  5th  or  6th  of  August,  1840,  the  bankrupts 
instructed  the  said  Charles  Thomas  to  propose  to  Mr. 
Evill's  attorney  an  arrangement  for  the  liquidation  of  the 
debt  by  instalments  of  £500  per  month.  The  bankrupts' 
payments  had,  prior  to  the  month  of  July,  1840,  usually 
been  dB1500  and  sometimes  £2000  per  month,  and  Mr. 
Evill  was  their  largest  creditor.  On  the  7th  August, 
1840,  another  execution  (a  fieri  facias)  was  issued  against 
Bartholomew  Yanderplank  *s  goods,  and  levied  upon  the 
partnership  effects  of  the  bankrupts  at  Saville  Row,  at  the 
suit  of  John  Seabrooke  and  Creorge  Fagg,  for  a  debt  of 
76/.  8#.,  in  which  action,  in  April  1840,  a  distringas  had 
been  issued  against  the  said  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  to 
compel  appearance ;  but  it  appears  that  Bartholomew  Yan- 
derplank had  always  been  very  inattentive  to  business. 
On  Saturday,  the  8th  of  August,  1840,  the  said  Charles 
Thomas,  in  the  name  of  the  said  Robert  Watson,  as  the 
attorney  of  the  bankrupts,  pleaded  to  the  action  at  the  suit 
of  Evill,  and  upon  the  same  day  consented  to  a  judge's 
order  being  drawn  up  for  the  stay  of  proceedings  upon 
payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  by  instalments,  the  first 
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jBjtc*.  of  Pleat,  instalment  of  £500,  with  costs,  to  be  paid  on  the  11th  of 
yj^^l^    August  then  next,  the  remainder  of  the  debt  to  be  paid  by 
TuRQUAMD     instalments  of  £500  each,  on  the  11th  of  every  succeeding 
Vamderflamk.  month,  which  order  was  afterwards  drawn  up  in  the  fol- 
lowing words : — 

'^Evill      iUpon  hearing  the  attomies  or  agents  on 

both  sides,  and  by  consent,  I  do  order 
that  upon  payment  of  8913/.  Is.  lliL, 
the  debt  due  from  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiflf,  for  which  this  action  is  brought,  together  with 
legal  interest  from  the  date  hereof,  with  costs,  to  be  taxed 
and  paid  as  follows ;  viz.  £500  on  the  11th  day  of  August 
instant,  £500  on  the  11th  day  of  September  next,  and  the 
like  sum  of  £500  on  the  11th  day  of  every  succeeding 
month  till  the  whole  of  the  said  debt,  interest,  and  costs, 
shall  be  paid,  all  further  proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed. 
And  I  further  order,  that  in  case  default  be  made  in  pay- 
ment as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  sign  final 
judgment  and  issue  execution  for  the  amount,  with  costs 
of  judgment  and  execution,  sheriff's  poundage,  officer's 
fees,  and  all  other  incidental  expenses.  Dated  the  8th 
day  of  August,  1840.  "  J.  B.  Bosanquet." 

On  the  same  day,  (8th  August)  Samuel  Yanderplank, 
one  of  the  bankrupts,  but  in  the  name  of  the  partnership, 
indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  on  account  of  his 
claim  against  Bartholomew  Yanderplank,  as  surety  to  the 
Yictoria  Loan  and  Assurance  Company,  and  the  execution 
in  respect  thereof,  two  bills  of  exchange,  both  drawn  by 
Bartholomew  and  Samuel  Yanderplank,  the  bankrupts,  the 
one  for  £50  and  the  other  for  81/.  8^.,  which  were  respec- 
tively paid  by  the  several  acceptors  at  maturity,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action.  On  the  10th  of  August, 
being  the  day  on  which  the  docket  for  the  fiat  against  the 
bankrupts  was  struck,  the  said  Samuel  Yanderplank  also 
paid  on  the  same  account  to  the  defendant,  out  of  the 
monies  of  the  firm,  the  sum  of  £80  in  cash,  and  neither 
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the  sheriff  nor  his  officer  in  possession  had  any  notice  of  BxcK  rf  pieas, 
the  aforesaid  payments,  or  either  of  them.  On  the  same  ^  ^  . 
daj,  (11th  August,  1840),  a  docket  was  struck  against  xuRauAND 
the  bankrupts.  On  the  12th  August,  1840,  Mr.  Evill  vakderplank. 
(default  having  been  made  in  payment,  on  the  day  pre- 
ceding, of  j£500)  caused  judgment  to  be  signed  by  virtue 
of  the  said  order,  and  on  the  same  day  execution  was 
issued  and  levied  thereon  for  the  sum  of  89  J  8/.  II5.  Id. 
and  costs,  against  the  goods  and  effects  of  the  said  Bar- 
tholomew and  Samuel  Yanderplank,  but  that  judgment 
and  execution  were  afterwards  set  aside  by  this  Court.  On 
the  same  day,  (the  12th  August,  1840),  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
was  issued  against  them  on  the  petition  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  Samuel  Symonds  the  elder,  upon  the  docket 
which  had  been  struck  on  the  preceding  day.  At  the 
time  the  fiat  was  issued,  there  were  the  two  executions 
against  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  levied  upon  the  part- 
nership property,  that  is  to  say,  the  joint  execution  of  the 
defendant  and  his  brother,  and  that  of  Seabrooke  and 
Fagg.  On  the  13th  August,  1840,  the  said  Bartholomew 
and  Samuel  Yanderplank  were  adjudged  bankrupts,  and 
on  the  14th  of  August  the  defendant  was  examined  under 
the  fiat  before  Mr.  Commissioner  Fane.  The  following  is 
a  copy  of  the  deposition  then  taken : — 

"  Samuel  Yanderplank,  of  Long  Buckby,  Northampton- 
shire, grazier,  the  uncle  of  the  bankrupts,  being  sworn  and 
examined,  upon  his  oath  saith : — I  have  since  the  month  of 
April  last  conducted  my  brother  John  Yanderplank's 
business,  as  a  cloth  worker,  in  Bartholomew  Close,  my 
brother  being  himself  ill.  Large  quantities  of  woollen 
goods  have  been  brought  to  and  removed  firom  my  bro- 
ther's premises,  and  no  account  was  taken  by  me  of  such 
goods.  My  brother's  carts  were  occasionally  employed  for 
the  removal  of  such  goods,  but  they  were  generally  called 
for.  I  recollect  one  quantity  was  sent  by  my  brother's 
carts,  I  think  to  Messrs.  Morrison's,  in  Fore-street,  which 
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Exeh.  of  PUoMt  came  back.  There  are  at  present  two  ends  of  cloth  at  my 
^  •  ^  brother's  premises,  belonging  to  the  bankrupts.  There 
TuRQUAMD     are  besides  fourteen  or  sixteen  short  lengths  in  the  top 

Vandbrflank.  shop  at  my  brother's  premises,  which  also  belong  to  the 

bankrupts,  as  I  believe,  (I  have  only  specified  the  quantity 
from  guess,  there  may  be  more  or  less  than  I  have  men- 
tioned). Besides  those,  three  pieces  of  goods  were  brought 
in  yesterday,  which  I  believe  belong  to  the  bankrupts.  Mr. 
Smith,  my  brother's  servant  or  clerk,  requested  me  to  let 
them  be  there,  and  as  I  thought  he  said  they  belonged  to 
Mr.  Baldwin,  I  afterwards  inquired  of  my  brother's  car- 
man who  brought  them  in,  and  he  said  he  had  got  them 
from  a  person  of  a  different  name,  which  I  cannot  at  pre- 
sent recollect,  and  that  he  understood  they  had  been  sent 
out  by  the  bankrupts  on  approbation.  I  hold  the  do- 
cuments relating  to  a  ship  called  the  Columbine,  which 
belong  to  the  bankrupts ;  I  lent  them  £600  on  the  security 
of  that  ship,  and  for  that  sum  I  have  a  mortgage.  The 
documents  are  at  present  in  the  country,  as  I  believe,  bat 
I  am  not  quite  certain  of  that.  Mr.  Thomas,  of  Token- 
house-yard,  prepared  that  mortgage ;  that  transaction,  as 
I  best  recollect,  was  about  the  beginning  of  July;  I  then 
paid  the  money  over  to  Samuel  Yanderplank.  I  have  had 
no  other  dealings  with  the  bankrupts,  save  that  I  have 
had  occasionally  a  short  length  of  cloth,  to  make  a  coat  or 
the  like,  from  the  bankrupts.  I  sent  in  an  execution 
against  the  effects  of  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  for  dB500 
and  interest,  a  few  days  since ;  that  execution  was  sent 
in  at  the  suit  of  my  brother  John  and  myself;  the  execu- 
tion was  sent  in  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which  had 
been  given  to  me  by  my  brother  John,  by  way  of  security 
against  our  liability  as  sureties  of  Bartholomew  Yander- 
plank, for  the  sum  of  £500,  to  the  Yictoria  Life  Assurance 
and  Loan  Company ;  but  I  have  not,  nor  has  my  brother 
John,  made  any  payment  to  the  said  company  on  account 
of  Bartholomew  Yanderplank,  but  application  has  been 
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recently  made  to  me  as  one  of  his  sureties.    I  am  not  in  ExcH,  of  pieas, 
partnership  with  my  brother  John,  nor  have  we  any  joint     ^   ^^^'  , 
property.     Bartholomew  Yanderplank  used  to  keep  wine     Tu&quand 
in  John  Yanderplank^s  cellar,  but  I  do  not  know  if  he  has  vandebplanb- 
any  wine  there  at  present,  and  nothing  shall  be  removed 
by  or  for  the  bankrupts  without  the  assent  of  the  official 
assignee.     The  bankrupts  did  not,  as  I  know  of,  keep  any 
books  at  Bartholomew  Close.     I  know  nothing  of  their 
a&irs  further  than  I  have  disclosed. 

"  Samuel  Vanderplank." 

"  I  have  before  stated  that  I  am  not  in  partnership  with 
my  brother  John,  but  I  wish  to  add  that  I  am  jointly  liable 
with  my  brother  John,  as  the  surety  for  Bartholomew  Yan- 
derplank to  the  said  Yictoria  Insurance  Company,  and 
that  Mr.  Grant,  of  Piccadilly,  is  also  liable  with  us  in  that 
matter.  "  Samuel  Yanderplank.^' 

On  the  morning  of  the  14th  August,  1840,  the  said  Bar- 
tholomew Yanderplank  called  on  the  defendant,  and  paid 
him  the  sum  of  308/.  IGs.,  in  further  liquidation  of  the 
execution.  The  defendant  accepted  the  last-mentioned 
sum,  and  refused  for  some  time  to  refund  it,  alleging  that 
his  execution  having  been  levied  before  the  bankruptcy,  he 
was  entitled  to  be  paid ;  but  subsequently,  under  the  advice 
of  his  attomies,  he  paid  it  back  to  the  assignees.  The 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  and  John  Yander- 
plank, was  afterwards  withdrawn.  On  the  4th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1840,  the  defendant  paid  to  the  Yictoria  Assurance 
and  Loan  Company,  the  sum  of  £500  principal,  and 
16/.  lOs.  interest,  in  discharge  of  the  bond  which  he  had 
given. 

When  the  bankrupts  passed  their  last  examination,  it 
appeared  that  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  was  indebted  to 
the  partnership  in  the  sum  of  £2000  and  upwards. 

The  present  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
161/.  3s.,  being  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  sums  paid  to 
the  defendant  on  the  8th  and  11th  of  August,  1840,  as 
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Ejcch.  of  Pleas,  before  stated.   It  is  agreed  that  the  second  and  third  issues 
'  ^     shall  be  found  for  the  plaintiflfs. 
TuRQUAND         The  fiat  was  grounded  on  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  which 

Vandekplank.  ^^  proved  by  one  Thomas  Taylor,  the  bankrupts'  clerk,  to 

have  taken  place  on  the  5th  day  of  August,  1840,  by  the 
bankrupts  absenting  themselves  with  the  intent  to  delay 
their  creditors  from  time  to  time.  The  question  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  in  what  manner  the  verdict 
shall  be  entered  on  the  first  issue ;  and  if  for  the  plahitiflFs, 
for  what  amount. 


Erie,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The  payments  made  to  the 
defendant  on  the  8th  and  10th  of  August,  to  which  the 
present  question  is  confined,  cannot  be  supported.  In 
the  first  place,  they  were  made  in  part  discharge  of  the 
private  debt  of  one  of  the  bankrupts,  who  at  the  time  was 
largely  indebted  to  the  firm.  It  will  be  said  that,  inas- 
much as  Bartholomew  Yanderplank  brought  into  the  con- 
cern part  of  the  money  which  was  raised  for  him  by  the 
defendant,  his  partner  might  lawfully  join  in  paying  this 
debt  out  of  the  partnership  funds.  But  by  paying  in  the 
sum  of  £400,  being  then  largely  indebted  to  the  partnership, 
he  could  not  create  any  obligation  on  his  partner  to  satisfy 
any  part  of  the  debt.  The  sheriff  could  take  no  part  of 
the  partnership  property  to  satisfy  his  separate  debt,  so 
long  as  the  joint  creditors  were  unsatisfied  :  yet  the  bank- 
rupt, Samuel  Yanderplank — ^the  bankrupts  having  then  an 
execution  on  their  premises  at  the  suit  of  another  cre- 
ditor— ^voluntarily  hands  over  to  the  defendant  the  two 
bills  mentioned  in  the  case,  which  were  part  of  the  assets, 
of  the  partnership.  If  this  was  done  by  way  of  fraudulent 
preference,  or  it  was  not  a  bon&  fide  payment,  or  the  de- 
fendant had  notice  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
this  payment  was  not  protected.  [He  then  commented 
upon  the  facts,  to  shew  that  the  defendant  must  have  been 
cognizant  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.]     But  whether  a  pay- 


k 
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ment  amount  to  a  fraudulent  preference,  depends  on  what  Exeh.  of  PUa*, 
passes  in  the  mind  of  the  bankrupt :  and  it  is  clear  that     ^   ^      . 
this  was  a  voluntary   and  wilful  misapplication  of  the      Tubquamd 
partnership  funds  by  one  partner  to  pay  the  debt  of  the  vandrrflahk. 
other.     This   execution,  therefore,  is  not  protected  by 
the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  being  founded  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney  given  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference.    Nor  was 
the  payment  protected  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  81,  which 
protects  only  payments  made  bond  fide  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business. 

Kelly,  contr^. — ^This  was  not  a  transaction  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  come  within  the  prohibition  of  the  law  relat- 
ing to  fraudulent  preference,  for  the  defendant  was  no  cre- 
ditor of  the  firm.  The  only  question  is,  whether  it  was  not 
a  bond  fide  payment,  or  delivery  of  bills,  made  for  good 
consideration.  Here  the  defendant  was  a  bon&  fide  cre- 
ditor of  one  of  the  two  partners,  and  issues  an  execution 
upon  his  judgment  against  that  one  only :  then  the  firm 
makes  a  payment  in  part  satisfaction  of  that  levy.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  bankrupt  law  to  defeat  such  a  transaction. 
It  is  no  payment  by  the  partnership  to  their  creditor.  The 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  81,  which  extends  only  to  payments 
made  to  creditors  of  the  bankrupts,  has  therefore  no  appli- 
cation here.  But  the  transaction  is  protected  by  the  2  & 
8  Vict.  c.  29.  The  substance  of  it  is,  that  it  is  a  payment 
made  for  the  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  a  valid  execution. 
To  take  such  a  case  out  of  the  protection  of  that  statute, 
there  must  be  mala  fides  on  the  part  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  payment  is  made;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  is  not 
intended  bon&  fide  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt :  Cook  v. 
Caldecott  {a).  And  here  the  transaction  clearly  was  bond 
fide  throughout  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  [He  then 
entered  into  a  detail  of  the  facts,  in  order  to  shew  this  to 
be  the  case.]     This  branch  of  the  bankrupt  laws  was  in- 

(a)  Moo.  &  M.  522. 
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Btek.  qf  PUai,  tended  to  protect  all  transactions  in  which  the  parties  who 
1842 

-     take  the  benefit  of  them  are  free  from  fraud.   With  respect 

TuBQUAND    to  the  bankrupt,  all  transactions  entered  into  by  him  when 
VANDSftPLAKK.  iu  a  statc  of  hopeless  insolvency,  may  be  said  to  be  mal& 

fide ;  and  therefore  a  very  insufScient  protection  would  be 
afforded  by  the  law,  unless  it  extends  to  cases  where,  al« 
though  not  bona  fide  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt,  the 
transaction  is  so  in  the  other  party.  The  whole  object  of 
this  statute  was  to  extend  and  enlarge  the  protection  given 
by  the  former  acts  to  parties  dealing  with  persons  who 
have  become  bankrupt,  without  notice  of  the  bankruptcy. 
[Alderson,  B. — According  to  your  construction,  the  words 
"  really  and  bon&  fide'^  would  be  useless  with  reference  to 
payments ;  for  when  does  a  creditor  receive  payment  of  his 
debt  malft  fide?  Wherever  payments  are  mentioned  in 
the  6  Geo. 4,  c.  16,  it  is  "  payments  bond  fide  made" — ^not 
*'  received."  Payment  is  an  act  done  entirely  by  the  bank- 
rupt. It  is  different  from  the  case  of  a  fraudulent  sale; 
there  something  is  done  on  both  sides ;  there  may  therefore 
be  a  fraudulent  sale,  but  an  honest  purchase ;  but  payment 
being  a  thing  done  entirely  by  the  bankrupt,  and  if  it  be 
mal&  fide  in  him,  it  is  mal&  fide  altogether.]  This  was  not 
merely  a  payment,  but  a  payment  on  consideration,  the 
object  of  it  being  to  buy  out  the  execution.  [Alderson, 
B. — I  doubt  whether  it  is  either  a  "  contract,  dealing,  or 
transaction '^  within  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c  29 ;  it  is  a  mere 
payment  by  the  bankrupt,  for  which  nothing  passes  from 
the  defendant.] 

Erie,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  is  a  case  properly  for  the 
consideration  of  a  jury,  and  perhaps  it  ought  not  to  have 
been  made  a  special  case  at  all.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  in 
whatever  point  of  view  we  regard  the  case,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  retain  their  verdict.  Putting  the  ques- 
tion of  fraudulent  preference  out  of  consideration,  this  was 
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a  payment  of  the  funds  belonging  to  the  assignees^  to  a  Exch.  of  PUat, 
party  not  a  creditor  of  the  firm,  and  therefore  having  no  '  ^ 

daim  upon  them.  We  must  take  it  upon  the  facts  as  Turquand 
they  appear  upon  the  case,  that  these  persons  both  foresaw  VAMDSRPLAhs. 
that  they  must  in  a  very  short  time  be  bankrupts,  and 
were  taking  means  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  parties  for  whom 
they  had  most  regard.  It  is  not,  then,  a  case  between 
debtor  and  creditor,  nor  within  the  law  relating  to  fraudu* 
lent  pre£Brence,  but  a  mere  misapplication  of  the  funds  of 
the  assignees  (who  are  entitled  to  them  by  relation,  unless 
the  case  could  be  brought  within  the  statute  of  Victoria) 
to  the  payment  of  a  debt  of  one  of  the  bankrupts  not  then 
due.  [His  Lordship  then  remarked  upon  the  facts  as 
leading  strongly  to  the  conclusion,  that  it  was  a  concerted 
scheme  between  the  bankrupts  and  the  defendant,  to  put 
in  the  execution  in  order  to  give  a  priority  to  the  defend^ 
ant.]  But  however  this  be,  still,  as  this  is  not  a  case  in 
which  the  assignees  are  affected  by  the  recent  statute,  the 
judgment  being  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  it  is  a  case  in 
which  they  are  entitled  by  relation.  It  appears  to  me  to 
be  a  mere  fraudulent  contrivance  to  apply  the  partner- 
ship property  to  the  payment  of  a  person  not  a  creditor 
of  the  partnership,  and  who  had  no  claim  whatever  on  its 
funds. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears 
to  me  to  be  one  of  the  clearest  cases  I  ever  saw.  The  as- 
signees are  entitled  to  this  money  from  the  5th  of  August, 
unless  the  defendant  can  shew  that  the  payment  of  it  is 
protected  by  some  clause  of  some  statute  which  operates  to 
defeat  that  relation.  He  relies  on  the  stat.  of  2  &  3  Vict. 
c  29,  which  protects  "  all  contracts,  dealings,  and  transac- 
tions by  and  with  any  bankrupt  really  and  bonft  fide  made 
and  entered  into''  before  the  fiat,  and  all  executions  and 
attachments  against  the  lands  or  goods  of  the  bankrupt 
bona  fide  executed  and  levied  before  the  fiat,  '^  provided 
the  person  or  persons  so  dealing  with  such  bankrupt,  or  at 
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Bxch,  of  Phas,  whose  suit  or  on  whose  account  such  execution  or  attach- 

^  •   ^     ment  shall  have  issued^  had  not  at  the  time  of  such  con- 

TuRQUAND     tracts  dealings  or  transaction^  or  at  the  time  of  executing 

Vandbrplakk.  or  levying  such  execution  or  attachment^  notice  of  any 

prior  act  of  bankruptcy/'  Now  is  this  a  contract?  cer- 
tainly not.  It  is  a  strong  use  of  the  word  dealing  to  say 
it  amounts  to  that ;  and  I  doubt  also  whether  it  can  be 
termed  a  transaction.  I  think  the  case  of  a  mere  payment 
is  left^  as  before^  under  the  eighty-first  section  of  the  6 
Geo.  4^  and  that  the  only  payments  that  are  protected  there- 
by are  payments  to  creditors,  not  being  made  by  way  of 
fraudulent  preference.  But  if  it  be  a  dealing  or  trans- 
action^ then  I  think  it  was  not  bon&  fide  made  and  en- 
tered into^  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  mere 
receipt  of  the  money  bond  fide  is  not  sufficient ;  the  party 
receiving  is  merely  passive^  and  all  that  is  actively  done  by 
the  bankrupt  is  done  mal&  fide.  I  am  by  no  means  satis- 
fied that  the  defendant  was  not  a  creditor  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  former  act ;  but  if  not^  he  is  not  protected  by 
this  statute. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  in  fact  the  object  of  this  payment  was  to  prejudice 
the  general  creditors  of  the  firm.  But  it  is  said^  still  it  is 
not  a  fraudulent  preference.  I  do  not,  however,  accede  to 
the  supposed  distinction  which  has  been  made,  that  this  is 
not  money  paid  by  the  debtor  out  of  his  own  assets,  bat 
out  of  assets  in  which  he  was  jointly  interested  as  a  co- 
partner. I  see  no  difference  in  principle  between  the 
cases.  I  will  only,  however,  say,  that  I  do  not  accede  to 
the  argument  which  has  been  urged  on  this  part  of  the 
case,  the  other  ground  of  decision  being  so  clear  that  it 
enables  us  to  come  to  a  perfectly  satisfactory  condosion. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintifis. 


k. 
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Exch.  of  Pleast 
1842. 

Wood  v.  Fenwick  and  Others.  June  8. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  to  which  the  defendants  upon  a  com. 
pleaded  not  gmlty  by  statute.     It  was  tried  at  the  North-  JijtamTr^b  * 
nmberland  Spring  Assizes,  1841,  before  MauUe.  J.,  when  •enting  himself 

^       **  '  '  '       '    ,  fromhisser- 

a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plainti£f,  subject  to  the  opinion  Tice,  made  un- 

of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3, ' 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  was  eighteen  years  IjJ J^j^ih^" 

of  age.     On  the  21st  of  March,  1840,  he  entered  into  a  |»e  should  be 

imprisoned  in 

contract  to  serve  Messrs.  Lamb  and  others  from  the  5th  the  House  of 
day  of  April,  1840,  to  the  5th  day  of  April,  1841,  of  which  there  to  remain 
contract  (usually  called  in  the  said  county  a  pit-bond)  the  ha^d^a^^i?  for 
following  is  a  copy : —  o"*  month. 

®  ^'^  The  commit- 

'<  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  the  21st  day  of  mem  required 

March,  A.D.  1840,  between  Humble  Lamb  [and  others],  ieceivVhtm*^ 

owners  of  West  Cramlington  Colliery,  of  the  one  part,  and  |n'<^c"»*«>y» . 

the  several  other  persons  whose  names  or  marks  are  here-  ^^^  ^«  cor^ 

unto  subscribed,  of  the  other  part.     The  said  owners  do  held  to  hard 

hereby  retain  and  hire  the  said  several  other  parties  hereto  ^^"J  (fonow. 

from  the  5th  day  of  April  next  ensuing  until  the  5th  day  ^*?u^ I^q^* 

of  April,  1841,  to  hew,  work,  fill,  drive,  and  put  coals,  and  %  c.  19,  s.  2): 

.     J  ,      ,,  ,  V  i.  .  "HeW,  that  the 

to  do  such  other  work  as  may  be  necessary  for  carrying  on  « correction  " 
the  said  colliery,  as  they  shall  be  required  or  directed  to  tbned^musrbe 
do  by  the  said  owners,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  understood  to 

,  ,       ,  .  mean  some- 

assigns,  or  their  viewer  or  agent,  at  the  respective  rates  thing  beyond 

:..  1  .1^  !•<•  i^*i^*  the  hard  labour, 

and  pnces,  and  on  the  terms,  conditions,  and  stipulations,  and  therefore 
and  subject  to  and  under  the  penalties  and  forfeitures  mf/„,enj^^" 
hereinafter  specified  and  declared,  that  is  to  say.     [The  had,  as  varying 

,  .  in  this  respect 

agreement  proceeded  to  state  a  number  of  stipulations  and  from  the  con- 
minute  regulations,  as  to  the  rates  of  wages  to  be  paid  by  thori^alng'a  pu*-' 
the  owners,  the  quantity  and  nature  of  the  work  to  be  ""hment  not 

'  ^  ^  warranted  by 

done,  &c.  &c.,  among  which  were  the  following :]    "  6.  The  the  statute. 

SembU,  a 
contract  of  hir*^ 
ing  and  service,  for  wages,  i&a  contract  beneficial  to  and  binding  upon  an  infant,  though  it  contain 
clauses  for  referring  disputes  to  arbitration,  and  for  the  imposition  of  forfeitures  in  case  of  ne- 
glect of  daty,  to  be  deducted  from  the  wages. 
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Ejtek.  of  PUoa,  gaid  hcwcrs  hereby  hired  shall^  when  required  (except  when 

prevented  by  sickness  or  other  unaYoidable  cause)^  do  and 
perform  a  full  day's  work  on  each  and  every  working  day, 
or  such  quantity  of  work  as  shall  be  deemed  equal  to  a 
day's  work,  and  shall  not  leave  their  work  until  such  day's 
work  or  quantity  of  work  is  fully  performed  or  finished  to 
the  extent  of  each  man's  ability ;  and  in  default  thereof 
each  of  the  said  parties  hereby  hired  and  so  making  default 
shall  for  every  such  default  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  said 
owners,  their  executors,  &c.,  the  sum  of  2#.  6rf." — 12.  "  In 
the  event  of  any  of  the  said  hereby  hired  parties  wilfully 
or  negligently  disobeying  the  orders  of  the  said  owners,  or 
their  agents,  or  committing  a  breach  of  any  of  the  articles 
of  this  agreement,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  said 
owners  are  hereby  authorized  to  stop  and  retain,  out  of 
the  wages  next  becoming  due  to  each  and  every  such  per- 
son so  offending,  a  sum  not  exceeding  2s.  6d.  for  every  such 
offence,  or  to  punish  them  for  such  misbehaviour  by  due 
course  of  law."  [At  the  end  of  the  agreement  was  a  clause 
for  referring  disputes  between  the  contracting  parties  to 
the  arbitration  of  two  viewers  of  collieries,  with  power  in 
case  of  their  disagreement  to  appoint  an  umpire,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  following  proviso:] — *'  Provided  always,  and  it 
is  hereby  declared,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  alter,  prejudice,  lessen, 
or  otherwise  affect  the  legal  remedies  and  powers  which  by 
law  belong  to  masters  and  servants  in  their  respective  re- 
lations to  each  other,  or  to  magistrates  having  jurisdiction 
in  case  of  dispute  or  difference  between  them." 

The  plaintiff  entered  upon  his  work  and  service  under 
this  agreement,  but  on  the  4th  day  of  August,  1840,  being 
desirous  of  putting  an  end  to  his  contract,  he  gave  notice 
to  the  said  owners  of  West  Cramlington  Colliery,  with 
whom  he  had  entered  into  the  said  contract  as  before 
stated,  that  he  put  an  end  to  the  said  contract,  and  in- 
tended to  leave  his  said  work  and  service,  at  the  end  of 
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that  week.     On  the  Friday  night  following,  the  7th  of  E*ch,  of  PUas^ 
August,  the  plaintiff  again  gave  notice  to  the  colliery  ^ 

owners  that  he  did  not  intend  after  the  next  day  to  return  Wood 
to  his  work  under  the  said  contracts,  and  said  that  he  fenwick. 
would  not  work  any  longer  under  the  said  bond — ^that  he 
had  cancelled  the  bond.  On  the  following  Monday,  ac- 
cordingly, he  absented  himself.  On  the  afternoon  of  the 
same  day  he  was  apprehended  by  a  policeman,  and  on  the 
next  day  taken  before  the  defendants,  who  are  three  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Northum- 
berland, on  a  charge  of  leaving  his  employment,  grounded 
upon  the  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3.  Upon  the  hearing  of 
the  said  complaint  and  charge,  it  was  proved  before  the 
defendants,  that  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  said  con- 
tract, and  also  at  the  time  of  the  said  hearing,  the  plaintiff 
was  an  infant  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  also  that 
he  had,  as  before  stated,  given  notice  on  the  said  4th  and 
7th  of  August  to  the  owners  of  the  colliery  that  he  the 
plaintiff  put  an  end  to  the  contract,  and  did  not  intend  to 
return  to  his  said  employment  and  work  under  the  same 
after  the  close  of  that  current  week,  and  that  he  had 
absented  himself  from  his  said  employment  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  notice.  It  was  then  insisted  before  the  de- 
fendants, by  an  attorney  who  appeared  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  the  plaintiff,  being  an  infant,  had  a  right 
to  put  an  end  to  the  contract,  and  that  it  had  been  in 
point  of  law  determined  by  the  said  notice,  and  that  the 
defendants  had  no  jurisdiction  in  that  case  under  the 
statute.  The  defendants,  however,  by  a  conviction  in 
writing,  bearing  date  the  11th  August,  1840,  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  convicted 
the  plaintiff;  of  which  conviction  the  following  is  a  copy. 
[The  case  then  set  forth  the  conviction,  which,  after  re- 
citing the  complaint  of  Thos.  Taylor  the  younger,  agent  to 
Humble  Lamb  and  others  his  partners,  that  the  plaintiff, 
being  an  artificer,  to  wit,  a  pitman,  contracted  with  them 
to  serve  them  as  a  pitman  in  the  said  colliery,  and  entered 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  into  the  service  according  to  the  contract^  and  afterwards, 

and  whilst  he  was  in  the  said  service,  and  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  said  contract,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  August, 
1840,  ''was  guilty  of  misconduct  and  misdemeanor  re- 
specting the  said  contract,  that  is  to  say,  the  plaintiff  did 
then  and  there  unlawfully  absent  himself  from  his  said 
service  before  the  term  of  his  said  contract  was  completed, 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided/^  and  after  setting  forth  the  hearing  and  evi- 
dence, adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should  ''for  his  said 
offence  be  imprisoned  in  the  House  of  Correction  for  the 
county  aforesaid  at  Tynemouth  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
there  to  remain  and  be  held  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of 
one  month/' 

Upon  and  by  virtue  of  this  conviction,  the  defendants, 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  issued  a  certain  warrant  of 
commitment  against  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  following  is 
a  copy : — 

''Northumberland  (to  wit).  To  the  constable  of  the 
township  of  Tynemouth,  in  the  said  county  of  Northum- 
berland, and  to  the  keeper  of  the  House  of  Correction  at 
Tynemouth,  in  the  said  county.  Whereas  information 
and  complaint  hath  been  made  unto  John  Fen  wick,  Henry 
Mitcalfe,  and  Jos.  Harrison  Fryer,  Esq.,  three  of  her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
upon  the  oath  of  Thomas  Taylor  the  younger,  agent  for 
Humble  Lamb  and  others  his  partners,  owners  or  lessees 
of  West  Cramlington  Colliery,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
that  Thomas  Wood,  late  of  West  Cramlington  aforesaid, 
bound  by  agreement  in  writing  to  the  said  Humble  Lamb 
and  his  said  partners  for  the  term  of  one  year,  to  serve  as 
a  pitman,  hath  in  his  said  service  been  guilty  of  divers  mis- 
demeanors, miscarriages,  and  ill  behaviour  towards  the  said 
Humble  Lamb  and  his  partners,  particularly  on  the  10th 
day  of  August  now  instant,  he  the  said  Thomas  Wood  ab* 
sented  himself  from,  his  said  service,  not  being  yet  expired 
or  otherwise  determined :  And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of 
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the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided^  we  have  duly  Bick.  of  PUat, 


examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said  par- 
ties  touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and  upon 
due  consideration  had  thereof,  we  have  adjudged  that  the 
said  Thomas  Wood  hath  in  his  said  service  aforesaid  been 
guUty  of  divers  misdemeanors,  miscarriages,  and  ill  beha- 
viour  towards  the  said  Humble  Lamb  and  his  said  partners, 
and  particularly  on  the  10th  day  of  August  now  instant, 
he  the  said  Thomas  Wood  absented  himself  from  his  said 
service  without  leave  or  any  just  cause;  and  still  doth  absent 
himself,  the  term  of  the  said  service  not  being  yet  expired 
or  otherwise  determined  :  We  do  therefore  convict  him  of 
the  said  offence,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  made  and 
provided.  These  are  therefore  to  command  you  the  said 
constable  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  Thomas  Wood  to 
the  said  House  of  Correction  at  Tynemouth  aforesaid,  and 
to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this 
warirant ;  and  we  do  hereby  command  you  the  said  keeper 
to  receive  the  said  Thomas  Wood  into  your  custody  in  the 
said  House  of  Correction,  there  to  remain  and  be  corrected 
and  held  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  one  calendar 
month  from  the  date  hereof,  and  for  so  doing  this  shall  be 
your  sufficient  warrant.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals 
the  11th  day  of  August,  a.  d.  1840. 

"  John  Fenwick,  (l.  s.) 
''  Henrt  Mitcalfe,  (l.  8.) 
"  J.  H.  Peyer,  (l.  s.)'' 
Under  and  by  virtue  of  this  commitment,  the  plaintiff 
was  taken  to  the  keeper  of  the  House  of  Correction  at 
Tynemouth,  in  the  said  county,  and  was  there  kept  in 
close  custody  and  at  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  one 
month. 

At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  foregoing 
fiu^,  as  to  the  notices  given  to  the  colliery  owners,  and 
what  took  place  before  the  defendants  at  the  hearing,  and 
having  put  in  the  warrant  of  commitment,  and  proved  the 

VOL.   X.  p  M.  w. 
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JbeA.  ^  Pifot,  plaintiff's  imprisonment  under  it^  and  having  proved  that 
1842,  proper  notice  of  action  had  been  duly  given,  the  defend- 
ants gave  in  evidence  the  said  conviction.  The  learned 
Judge  expressed  his  opinion,  that  supposing  the  point  to 
be  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  whether  the  con- 
tract was  or  was  not  beneficial  for  the  infant,  it  was  a 
question  for  the  Court  and  not  for  the  jury ;  but  in  order 
to  prevent  the  necessity  of  the  case  going  down  again  to 
trial,  he,  with  the  consent  of  counsel,  took  the  opinion  of 
the  jury  whether  the  said  contract  was  a  beneficial  one  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  jury  found  that  it  was  a  beneficial 
contract.  He  also  took  their  opinion  what  damages  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  recover,  if  this  Court  should  think  that 
he  was  under  the  above  circumstances  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict; and  the  jury  found  that  he  ought  to  recover  the 
sum  of  £5. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
under  the  above  circumstances  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  is,  then 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  £5  damages; 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  is  not,  then  a 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff's  points  for  argument  were  as  follows : — 

It  is  proposed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  argue,  that 
being  an  infant  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the 
time  the  supposed  offence  for  which  he  was  imprisoned  was 
committed,  he  was  entitled  by  law  to  avoid  or  put  an  end 
to  his  contract  with  the  colliery  owners ;  that  he  did  avoid 
or  put  an  end  to  it  by  notice ;  that,  consequently,  at  the 
time  of  the  supposed  offence  there  was  no  contract  existing 
between  himself  and  the  colliery  owners,  and  that  there- 
fore the  defendants  had  no  authority  as  justices  to  imprison 
him. 

It  is  also  proposed  to  contend  that  the  contract  with  the 
colliery  owners,  for  a  breach  of  which  he  was  imprisoned 
by  the  defendants,  contains  provisions  to  which  as  an 
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infant  he  had  no  power  hj  law  to  bind  himself^  and  £*ck.  0/ Pha§, 
therefore  the  contract  was  not  only  voidable  but  ipso         ^^^' 
facto  void. 

It  is  also  proposed  to  take  the  following  objections  to 
the  warrant  of  commitment^  under  the  authority  of  which 
the  plaintiff  suffered  the  imprisonment  for  which  the  ac- 
tion was  brought^  namely — 

1st.  That  the  commitment  states  that  the  said  Thomas 
Wood  had  been  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanors^  miscar- 
riages^ and  ill  behaviour^  without  describing  them. 

2ndly.  That  it  does  not  sufficiently  appear  by  the  com- 
mitment in  respect  of  what  offence  the  punishment  in 
inflicted. 

8rdly.  That  for  anything  that  appears  on  the  commit- 
ment, Thomas  Wood  was  punished  for  several  distinct 
offences. 

4thly.  That  if  Thomas  Wood  was  punished  for  absenting 
himself  as  described  in  the  commitment,  the  punishment 
mentioned  in  the  commitment  was  not  warranted  by 
law. 

5thly.  That  the  punishment  in  the  commitment  is 
different  from  that  adjudged  and  awarded  in  the  con- 
viction. 

6thly.  That  the  commitment  states  the  conviction  to  be 
on  the  information  of  Thomas  Taylor,  agent  for  Humble 
Lamb  and  others  his  partners,  without  stating  the  names 
of  the  partners. 

7thly.  That  the  offences  which  are  charged  are  stated  to 
be  against  Humble  Lamb  and  others  his  partners,  without 
stating  the  names  of  the  partners. 
The  defendants^  points  were— 

That  the  contract  of  service  set  forth  in  the  case  was 
beneficial  to  the  plaintiff,  and  binding  upon  him  notwith- 
standing his  infeuicy. 

That,  even  if  not  so  binding  as  to  be  enforced  against 
him  by  action,  it  phiced  him  in  the  rektion  of  servant  to 
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Esek.  of  PiMf ,  the  coal  owners^  and  subjected  him  to  the  summary  juris- 
diction of  the  magistrates. 

That  if  the  contract  were  voidable^  it  could  only  be 
avoided  by  the  plaintiff  in  case  it  became  injurious  to  him, 
and  upon  notice  of  the  grounds  of  the  avoidance. 

Granger,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^First^  this  commitment  is 
clearly  bad  on  several  grounds.  One  clear  objection  to  it  is, 
that  there  is  a  difference  between  the  conviction  and  the 
commitment^  as  to  the  punishment :  by  the  former,  the 
plaintiff  is  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour ;  by 
the  latter,  he  is  to  ,be  imprisoned  and  corrected.  Now 
correction  is  to  be  understood  of  a  correction  by  wk^apbig: 
IL  V.  Hoeeason  (a).  The  complaint  in  the  present  case  was 
made  under  the  stat  4  G«o.  4,  c.  84,  s.  8,  which  empowers 
the  justices  to  commit  the  offender  to  the  House  of  Cor- 
rection, there  to  remain  and  be  held  to  hard  labour  for  a 
reasonable  time,  not  exceeding  three  months ;  whilst  the 
20  Oreo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  2,  upon  which  the  commitment  is 
framed,  empowers  them  to  punish  the  offender  by  commit- 
ment to  the  House  of  Correction,  there  to  remain  and  be 
corrected,  and  held  to  hard  labour,  for  a  reasonable  time, 
not  exceeding  one  calendar  month.  The  punishments 
inflicted  by  the  two  acts  cannot  be  blended  together :  jR.  v. 
Hoseason,  The  commitment  and  conviction  must  connect 
themselves  together  in  all  material  respects,  in  order  that 
the  former  may  be  a  justification  for  the  imprisonment: 
Rogers  v.  Jones  (6),  Darnel  v.  Phillips  (c). 

Secondly,  the  punishment  mentioned  in  the  commitment 
was  not  warranted  by  law.  Here  the  complaint  was  made 
by  an  agent  of  the  employers.  That  could  Only  be  done 
under  the  4  Qeo.  4,  c.  84 :  under  the  20  Ceo.  2,  c.  19,  the 
employer  himself  must  make  oath  of  the  default.    But  the 


(a)  14  East,  696.  (b)  3  B.  &  Cr.  409 ;  5  D.  &  R.  268. 

(c)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  602  ;  6  Tyr.  293. 
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punishment  mentioned  in  this  commitment  is  not  war-  Exek.  of  p^m, 
ranted  by  the  former  statute^  but  is  such  as  could  be 
inflicted  only  in  case  of  a  complaint  hj  the  master  himself. 

Thirdly^  the  commitment  ought  to  have  set  forth  the 
names  of  all  the  parties  on  whose  behalf  the  complaint  was 
made^  and  it  was  not  sufficient  to  designate  them  as  ''Hum- 
ble Lamb  and  others  his  partners/'  It  must  have  been  sup- 
posed that  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4a,  c  64^  s.  14^  applied;  but  that 
is  confined  to  indictments  and  informations  for  offences 
against  property.  On  this  ground  both  the  conviction  and 
commitment  are  bad. 

Fourthly^  it  appears  that  the  complaint  was  made^  and 
the  defendants  adjudged^  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
'*  divers  misdemeanors^  miscarriages^  and  ill  behaviour.'' 
That  is  too  general  in  its  terms.  And  although  the  com- 
mitment goes  on  to  point  out  one  instance  of  misconduct^ 
vix.  the  absenting  himself  firom  his  service^  it  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  it^  that  the  punishment  was  awarded 
in  respect  of  that. 

But^  in  the  next  place,  this  contract  was  either,  from  its 
nature,  absolutely  void,  the  plaintiff  being  an  infant,  or  at 
least  was  voidable  by  him.  The  dictum  of  Bayley,  J.,  in 
R,  V.  InhabiiarUs  of  Chitterford  (ct),  will  be  cited  for  the 
defendants,  where  he  says, ''  An  infant  may  make  a  contract 
tar  his  own  benefit;  he  may  therefore  make  a  contract 
for  hiring  and  service,  for  that  will  be  beneficial  to  him. 
It  will  give  him  a  right  to  sue  for  wages.  If  he  does  not 
perform  his  contract,  although  no  action  may  lie  against 
him,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  statutable  regulations  appli- 
cable to  masters  and  servants."  But  in  the  same  case 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  says,  *'  The  contract  by  an  infant,  made  for 
his  own  benefit,  according  to  general  principles  of  law,  is 
not  void,  but  voidable  only  at  the  election  of  the  infant." 
Neither  does  the  former  learned  Judge  in  terms  say  that 

(a)  4  B.  &  Cr.  94 ;  6  D.  &  R.  161. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleat,  it  is  not  Toidable^  but  only  that  whilat  it  continues,  the 

infant  is  subject  to  the  statutable  regulations.  The  con- 
tract cannot  indeed  be  avoided  hj  the  mere  act  of  the 
infimt's  absenting  himself  firom  the  service :  Gray  v.  Cook" 
ton  (a) ;  but  here  he  gave  regular  notice  of  his  intention, 
which  is  sufficient,  according  to  the  case  of  Hex  v.  Evered, 
there  cited.  But  further,  this  was  not  at  all  a  benefidal 
contract  to  the  infant.  It  contains  a  clause  for  submitting 
disputes  to  arbitration :  now  a  submission  by  an  infieuit  to 
arbitration  is  void,  or  at  least  voidable.  Then  there  are 
clauses  imposing  penalties  and  forfeitures,  and  they  may 
even  amount  to  more  than  his  wages.  It  is  not  sufficient 
that  the  contract  may  be  beneficial;  the  C!ourt  must  see 
that  it  must  necessarily  be  so.  [Alderson,  B.— ^The  Court 
must  see  that  on  the  whole  he  derives  a  benefit  under  the 
contract.  Here  he  is  hired  and  receives  wages.  It  in  dear 
he  derives  a  benefit;  he  may  also  be  subject  to  some 
inconveniences,  but  that  is  not  necessarily  so.  Lord 
Abingevj  C.  B. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  generally 
speaking,  a  contract  by  an  infant  to  receive  wages  for  his 
labour  is  binding  upon  him.]  At  all  events,  he  may  deter- 
mine it  at  any  time  by  notice.  [Lord  Ahinger^  C.  B. — 
That  would  be  a  contradiction  in  terms :  because,  to  say  that 
he  may  contract,  is  to  say  that  he  may  bind  himself  by  the 
contract;  how  then  can  it  be  determined  at  his  election 
the  next  day?] 

Ingham,  contra. — ^Every  contract  for  the  benefit  of  an 
infant  at  the  time  is  binding,  and  this  is  a  contract  of  that 
nature :  Com.  Dig.  Infant,  (B.  5) ;  Maddox  v.  White  (&)• 
All  the  cases  of  settlement  by  apprenticeship  proceed  on 
the  ground  that  the  contract  is  for  his  benefit :  see  R.  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Mountsorrel  (c),  and  IL  v.  Inhabitants  qf 
Great  fVigston  {d).   To  say  that  he  may  avoid  the  contract 

(a)  16  East,  13.  (c)  3  M.  &  SeL  497. 

(b)  2  T.  R.  169.  (d)  3  B.  &  Cr.  484 ;  5  D.  &  R.  339.    ' 
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the  next  day^  is  plainly  a  contradiction  in  terms ;  for  he  Egek,  of  Pleat, 
contracts  to  perform  it  for  the  stipulated  period.   If  it  have  * 

become  injurious  to  him^  that  may  be  shewn  before  the 
justices.  Here  the  infant  obtains  maintenance^  and  in- 
struction in  that  mode  of  employment  in  which  he  is 
hereafter  to  get  his  livelihood.  And  the  jury  have  found 
the  contract  to  be  beneficial ;  and  they  are  in  truth  the 
proper  judges  of  this^  because  whether  it  be  so  or  not 
depends  on  a  number  of  surrounding  circumstances,  on 
which  they  only  can  decide.  The  question  what  are  ne- 
eessaries  for  an  infant  is  held  not  to  be  altogether  matter 
of  law:  Mcuidox  v.  Miller  (a).  The  penalties  imposed  by 
this  contract  are  to  be  deducted  from  the  wages  ;  and  if 
the  wages  are  improperly  withheld,  the  party  may  complain 
to  the  magistrates,  whose  jurisdiction  is  expressly  preserved 
by  the  contract.  But  even  if  this  contract  was  voidable, 
the  plaintiff  did  not  give  a  sufficient  notice  to  avoid  it : 
jR.  V.  Evered,  Gray  v.  Cookson,  He  simply  said  he  did 
not  intend  to  serve  any  longer,  not  that  he  determined 
the  contract  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  infant  when 
bound. 

Next,  the  commitment  is  not  invalid.  The  first  two  objec- 
tions taken  to  it  resolve  themselves  into  one,  which  depends 
on  the  necessary  meaning  of  the  word  ''  corrected.''  That 
does  not  necessarily  mean  by  whipping.  In  R,  v.  Hoseason, 
it  was  found  that  the  adjudication  was  under  the  stat.  20 
G^.  2,  c.  19,  under  which  no  other  sense  could  be  given 
to  it ;  but  here  the  proceeding  was  under  the  4  Greo.  4, 
c.  34.  It  may  mean  that  he  is  to  be  corrected  by  being 
held  to  hard  labour.  [Gnmey,  B. — No;  he  is  to  be  corrected 
in  addition  to  being  held  to  hard  labour.  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — It  cannot  be  said  it  is  mere  surplusage ;  it  means 
something  beyond  hard  labour.  Is  the  gaoler  himself  to  put 
a  construction  upon  it,   and  correct  him  as  he  pleases? 

(a)  I  M.  &  Sel.  738. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pkast  Solje,  B. — Suppose  the  gaoler  had  whipped  him,  he  would 

have  had  authority  for  it  in  the  commitment.] 

Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B. — It  is  clear  the  being  "corrected" 
means  something  beyond  the  hard  labour^  whether  by 
whipping  or  otherwise^  and  so  is  out  of  the  statute.  It 
is  unnecessary^  therefore,  to  determine  the  other  point 
which  has  been  raised.  There  must  be  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff. 


GuRNEYj  B. — I  have  considerable  doubt  also  about  the 
validity  of  the  conviction. 


Rolf Ej  B.^  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Junes. 


PiCKWooD  V.  Neate. 


Declaration  in     CaSE.— The  declaration  stated,  that  before  and  at  the 

case  ttated,  ' 

that  the  de-       time  of  the  making  of  the  bill  of  exchange  thereinafter 

fendant  was  the 
agent  of  the 

plaintiff  and  P.  for  managing  a  plantation  in  the  island  of  St.  Christopher ;  that  the  plain- 
tiff resided  in  England  ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  P.  were  beneficially  interested  in  the  abore  estate 
in  undivided  moieties,  and  that  the  defendant  was  authorised  by  the  plaintiff  and  P.  to  draw  bills 
in  their  joint  names,  for  the  payment  of  monies  owing  by  them  in  respect  of  supplies  and  ne- 
cessaries for  the  estate,  and  the  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  its  management ;  that  certain 
demands  had  been  made,  by  persons  in  the  island,  upon  P.,  for  the  payment  of  debts  due  from 
her,  P.,  for  necessaries  supplied  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  before  the  defendant's  appoint- 
ment as  agent,  and  for  which,  as  the  defendant  knew,  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable.  Breach,  that 
the  defendant,  in  violation  of  his.  duty,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintifl^ 
and  for  the  purpose  only  of  providing  funds  to  satisfy  the  debts  so  owing  by  P.,  drew  a  bill  in 
the  joint  names  of  the  plaintiff  and  P.,  which  was  refused  acceptance,  and  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff and  P.  were  sued  to  judgment  by  the  holder  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  St.  Chris- 
topher, and  to  satisfy  which  judgment  their  estate  was  sold. 

Plea,  that  the  said  necessaries,  in  respect  of  which  the  said  bill  was  drawn,  were  provided  for 
the  benefit  as  well  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  plaintiff  as  of  P.  in  the  said  estate,  while 
they  were  jointly  interested  therein  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  for  their  Joint  benefit, 
and  that  as  well  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  plaintiff  as  of  P.  in  the  estate  were,  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  island,  liable  to  the  payment  of  that  debt ;  and  that  the  defendant,  by  the 
authority  and  with  the  leave  and  license  of  the  plaintiff  and  P.,  drew  the  said  bill. 

Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity : — Held,  also,  that  the  first 
part  of  the  plea  amounted  to  not  guilty,  inasmuch  as  in  effect  it  denied  the  wrongful  act  allied 
in  the  declaration,  via.  the  drawing  of  the  bill  for  a  purpose  for  which  the  defendant  had  no 
right  under  his  authority  to  draw  iL 
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mentioned^  the  defendant^  at  his  request,  had  been  ap-  Bjrch.  of  puat, 
pointed  by  the  plaintiff^  and  then  was  the  agent  and  at- 
tomej  of  the  plaintiff  and  one  Harriet  Pogson^  for  manag- 
ing^ cnltivating^  and  conducting^  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  a  certain  plantation, 
land,  and  premises  called  the  Godwin  estate,  situate  in  the 
island  of  St.  Christopher,  in  the  West  Indies  j  and  the 
defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 
the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  resided  in  the  said 
island,  and  acted  as  the  agent  and  attorney  of  and  for  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  in  the  management, 
cultivation,  and  conduct  of  the  said  estate :  and  whereas, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  appointment  of  the  de- 
fendant as  such  agent  and  attorney  as  aforesaid,  and  from 
thence  continually  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  grievances  and  the  happening  of  the  damage  there- 
inafter mentioned,  the  plaintiff  resided  in  England,  and  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  tiarriet  Pogson  were,  during  all  the 
time  last  aforesaid,  beneficially  entitled  to  or  otherwise  in- 
terested in  the  said  Godwin  estate  in  certain  shares  and 
proportions,  to  wit,  in  undivided  moieties;  and  the  defend- 
ant had  been  and  was  authorized  and  empowered  by  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson  to  make  and  draw, 
and  was,  as  such  agent  and  attorney  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
habit  of  making  and  drawing,  bills  of  exchange  in  the  joint 
names  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  for 
the  payment  of  monies  due  and  owing  from  them  in  re- 
spect of  supplies  and  necessaries  found  and  provided  for 
the  use  of  the  said  estate,  and  in  respect  of  the  necessary 
charges  and  expenses  incurred  in  the  management  and 
cultivation  and  conduct  thereof;  of  all  which  premises  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances, 
&c.,  had  full  knowledge  and  notice :  and  whereas  also, 
whUat  the  defendant  was  such  agent  or  attorney  as  afore- 
ford,  and  so  authorized  as  aforesaid,  and  before  &c.,  divers 
daims  and  demands,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large 
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Bxeh.  o/Pieas,   Bum  of  money^  to  wit^  262/.  2$.,  had  been  and  were  made 

hj  divers  persons  in  the  said  island  on  the  said  Harriet 
Pogson^  for  the  payment  of  certain  debts  and  sums  which 
were  then  alleged  and  claimed  to  be  due  and  owing  from 
the  said  Harriet  Pogson  to  such  persons  respectively^  for  and 
in  respect  of  necessaries  and  other  things  which  had  been 
found  and  provided  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  estate^  and 
otherwise  in  relation  thereto,  long  before  the  said  appoint* 
ment  of  the  defendant  as  such  attorney  and  agent^  and 
long  before  he  acted  as  or  was  the  attorney  or  agent  of 
the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  and  no  part  of 
which  said  necessaries  or  other  things  had  been,  as  the  de* 
fendant  well  knew,  found  or  provided  upon  the  credit  or 
for  or  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  either  alone  or  jointly 
with  the  said  Harriet  Pogson  or  any  other  person,  nor  was 
the  plaintiff,  as  the  defendant  also  well  knew,  at  any  time 
liable,  either  alone  or  jointly  &a,  to  pay  to  any  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  persons  any  part  of  the  said  debts  or  sums' 
of  money;  nor  was  any  claim  or  demand  at  any  time  made 
upon  the  plaintiff,  or  upon  the  defendant  as  her  agent,  by 
any  person  or  persons  for  any  of  the  said  debts  or  sums  of 
money  or  any  part  thereof :  yet  the  defendant,  well  know* 
ing  the  premises,  but  contriving  &c.,  heretofore,  and  whilst 
he  was  such  agent,  and  so  authorized  and  empowered  as 
aforesaid,  but  not  further  or  otherwise,  to  wit,  on  the  18th 
July,  1840,  wrongfully,  fraudulently,  and  improperly,  and 
in  breach  and  violation  of  his  duty  as  such  agent,  and 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
without  her  will,  and  for  the  purpose  only  of  procuring 
funds  to  satisfy  and  discharge  the  said  debts  or  sums  of 
money  so  claimed  to  be  due  from  the  said  Harriet  PogsoUi 
and  not  for  any  purpose  for  which  he  was  authorized  to 
make  or  draw  bills  of  exchange  in  the  name  or  as  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  or  of  the 
plaintiff  alone,  made  and  drew,  in  the  joint  names  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  and  delivered  to  James 
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Benridge  after  mentioned^  a  certain  bill  of  exchange  in  Exeh,  rf  PUat, 
writings  addressed  to  Archibald  Paull  &  Son,  for  the  pay-  ^^^* 
ment  of  2622.  28.,  to  the  order  of  James  Berridge,  Esq.,  at 
a  certain  time  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  and  long  since 
past,  to  wit,  at  ninety  days'  sight. — The  dedaratibn  then 
averred,  that  the  drawees  refused  acceptance  and  payment 
of  the  bill;  and  that  an  action  was  brought  upon  it  against 
the  plaintiff  and  Harriet  Pogson  as  the  drawers,  in  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  in  St.  Chris- 
topher, and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had,  that 
judgment  was  recovered  against  them  in  the  said  action 
for  1614  dollars,  amounting  to  843/.  10s,  Sd.  sterling, 
for  damages  and  costs,  under  which  the  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  Godwin  estate  was  sold  and  disposed  of, 
&c.  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  (inter  alia),  that  the  said  neces- 
saries and  other  things,  in  respect  of  which  the  sum  of 
262/.  2s.  was  claimed  and  demanded  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  were  found  and  provided  in  the  said  island  of 
St.  Christopher,  for  the  benefit  as  well  of  the  rights  and 
inta!e8ts  of  the  plaintiff,  as  of  the  rights  and  interests  of 
the  said  Harriet  Pogson,  of  and  in  the  said  estate  and  in 
relation  thereto,  while  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet 
Pogson  were  entitled  to  and  interested  in  the  said  estate  as 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  were  so  found  and  pro- 
vided on  account  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  said  Harriet  Pogson  jointly ;  and  that  as  well  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  plaintiff  as  of  the  said  Harriet 
Pogson  to  and  in  the  said  estate  were,  according  to  the 
laws  in  force  in  the  said  island  of  St.  Christopher,  subject 
and  liable  to  the  said  sum  of  262/.  2s.,  and  to  the  payment 
thereof :  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  he  the  de- 
fendant, by  the  authority  and  with  the  leave  and  license 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Harriet  Pogson  to  him  first 
given,  made  and  drew  the  said  bill  of  e](change,  and  com- 
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jEmA.  rf  PUat,  mitted  the  pretended  grievances  in  the  dedaration  men- 
•         tionedy  in  manner  and  form^  &c. — Verification. 

Special  demurrer^  assigning  for  causes^  that  the  plea 
does  not  confess  and  avoid  the  matters  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  nor  directly  and  in  a  proper  numner  traverse 
the  same:  that  it  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  and  should 
have  concluded  to  the  country,  &c.  &c.  And  that  the  plea, 
besides  containing  a  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  de- 
claration, which  would  be  sufficient  to  decide  the  action, 
contains  also  a  further  distinct  answer  to  the  declaration, 
namely,  that  the  defendant  drew  the  bill  of  exchange  by 
the  authority,  leave,  and  license  of  the  plaintiff  and  Har- 
riet Pogson,  and  is  in  that  and  other  respects  double  and 
multifarious,  &c. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  defendant's  points  for  argument  were,  that  the  de- 
claration shews  no  ground  of  action,  as  the  unauthorised 
drawing  by  the  defendant  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  in  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff,  could  not  bind  the  plaintiff,  or  produce  any 
damage  to  her  or  her  estate.  That  leave  and  license  of 
the  plaintiff  was  necessary  to  be  specially  pleaded;  the 
declaration  setting  up  and  being  founded  on  a  limited  au- 
thority to  the  defendant,  which  he  exceeded.  That  the 
plea  is  a  plea  of  leave  and  license. 

W.  H.  fFatson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  first 
objection  is,  that  this  plea  amounts  to  the  general  issue. 
In  effect  it  sets  up  the  defence,  that  the  defendant  com- 
mitted no  wrong,  because  he  drew  the  bill  for  a  purpose 
for  which  he  had  a  right  under  his  authority  to  draw  it. 
In  truth  it  amounts  to  two  general  issues. — The  Ckmrt 
called  upon 

T)/rwhUt,  contra. — ^The  declaration  is  bad  in  substance, 
and  discloses  no  sufficient  cause  of  action.  The  question 
is,  whether  there  was  not  a  defence  to  the  action  on  the  bill 


T&INITT   TEKM^  5   YICT.  211 

in  the  colonial  Court  If  it  was  not  drawn  with  authority,  Exek,  of  PUat, 
it  was  not  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff^  on  which  she  could  be 
made  chargeable.  This  was  not  an  action  against  the  ac- 
ceptor^ who^  by  the  act  of  acceptance^  legalizes  the  draw- 
ings but  against  the  aUeged  drawers  themselves.  [Alders 
9on,  B. — The  case  is  not  one  of  an  entire  want  of  authority^ 
but  of  a  limited  authority^  exceeded  in  the  particular  case. 
The  bill  would  notwithstanding  be  good  in  the  hands  of  a 
bonft  fide  holder^  although^  as  between  the  parties  them- 
selyes^  it  was  a  breach  of  the  defendant's  duty.]  The  ac- 
tion is  founded  only  on  the  special  damage  sustained  by 
the  drawing  without  authority.  For  aught  that  appears, 
no  damage  may  have  been  sustained  thereby ;  no  defence 
whatever  may  have  been  made  to  the  action  on  the  bill, 
and  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  not  put  to  prove  that  he 
was  a  bonft  fide  holder.  In  Short  v.  Kalloway  (a),  Lord 
Demnan  says, — **  No  person  has  a  right  to  inflame  his  own 
account  against  another  by  incurring  additional  expense 
in  the  unrighteous  resistance  to  an  action  which  he  cannot 
defend.^'  So  also,  a  party  cannot  inflame  his  demand 
against  another,  by  a  neglect  to  defend  an  action  to 
which  there  was  a  defence.  [^Alderson,  B. — It  is  an  in- 
jury to  a  person  to  expose  him  to  an  action  at  all.]  Then 
as  to  the  plea.  The  plea  of  not  guilty  would  only  have 
denied  the  act  charged  in  the  declaration  as  wrongful. 
[Aldermm,  B. — Or  the  breach  of  duty  ;  and  the  breach  of 
duty  charged  here  is  the  drawing  against  authority.]  The 
plea  of  not  guilty  admits  the  facts  stated  by  way  of  induce- 
ment in  the  declaration:  Franhim  v.  Earl  of  FahnoiUh  (6), 
Lewis  V.  Alcock  (c).  And  in  Tavemer  v.  LUtle{d),  Tmdal^ 
C.  J.,  says, — ''The  inducement  of  the  declaration  is  that  part 
which  precedes  the  charge,  which  contains  a  statement  of 
fiurts  out  of  which  the  charge  arises,  or  which  are  neces* 

(a)  1 1  Ad.  &  E.  31.  (c)  3  M.  &  W.  190. 

{b)  2  Ad.  &  E.  452 ;  4  Nev.  &  (d)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  685;  7  Scott, 

M.  330.  796. 
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Rgek.  ^  Pka$,  saty  or  useful  to  make  the  chai^  intelligible.^  So,  in 
^^^'  Wright  v.  Lainson  (a),  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  says,  that 
"  the  inducement  is  that  statement  of  preliminary  fiicts 
which  is  necessary  to  make  it  understood  what  is  the 
charge  against  the  defendant/'  The  authority  of  Taoermar 
▼.  LAMe  was  recognized  in  Hart  y.  Crowley  {b).  Here  the 
material  part  of  the  inducement  is  the  authority  which  the 
defendant  had  to  draw  bills  in  same  way:  then  the  defend- 
ant has  to  shew  by  his  plea  that  he  had  k  farther  authority^ 
beyond  the  limited  one  set  forth  in  the  declaration.  The 
act  of  drawing  a  bill  was  not  in  itself  necessarily  wrongful; 
and  all  that  ''not  guilty''  would  put  in  issue  would  be  the 
wrongful  act  of  drawing.  [Aldenon,  B. — ^No  doubt  the 
defendant  could  have  denied  the  limited  authority  by  tra- 
versing it.]  As  to  the  supposed  second  general  issue,  that 
is  merely  immaterial,  and  does  not  injure  the  main  part 
of  the  plea,  which  is,  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by  the  leave 
and  license  of  the  plaintiff.  [^Alderson,  B. — The  first  part 
of  the  plea  would  be  a  good  defence.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 
— ^The  plea  sets  up  two  defences — one  by  denying  the 
statement  in  the  declaration  as  to  the  goods  provided  by 
the  defendant ;  the  other  by  an  allegation  of  leave  and  li- 
cense. The  plea  of  not  guilty  alone  would  be  sufficient, 
unless  you  can  shew  a  specific  authority  to  draw  this 
bill.] 

T\frwhitt  then  prayed  and  obtained  leave  to  amend,  by 
striking  out  the  first  part  of  the  plea  and  leaving  only  the 
allegation  of  leave  and  license,— othervrise 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  744.  (b)  12  Ad.  &  £.  378. 
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Biek.  of  PUat, 
1842. 

Peters  v.  Sheehan.  June  10 

XN  this  case  Keating  had  obtained  a  rule,  on  behalf  of  the  Where  an  at- 

assignees  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had  become  bankrupt,  call-  agreed  to,  or 

ing  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  'J^*^  fij^^he*" 

not  pay  the  costs  of  taxation  of  his  bill,  more  than  a  sixth  uzation  of  hu 

having  been  disallowed  by  the  Master.    The  attorney  had  the  Court  has 

deUyered  the  bill  unsigned;  and  the  assignees  had  ob-  or^erhimto 

tained  an  order  "that  the  bill  of  costs  delivered  in  this  p*y  the  ewti of 

the  taxation,  if 

cause,  and  all  other  matters  in  which  he  (the  attorney)  more  than  one- 
was  concerned  for  the  plaintiff,  be  referred  to  the  Master  off. 
to  be  taxed,  credit  being  given  for  all  sums  received  on 
account.''    No  action  had  been  brought  on  the  bill.    The 
judge's  order  was  made  "  by  consent,"  and  the  attorney 
attended  the  taxation. 


Macaulay  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  was  not  the  case  of 
a  reference  to  the  Master  under  the  stat.  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23, 
8.  28,  and  therefore  the  Court  has  no  authority  to  grant 
the  present  application.  The  statute  applies  only  to  cases 
where  a  Hgned  bill  has  been  delivered  a  month  before 
action  brought.  This  was  a  mere  reference  to  the  Mas- 
ter to  ascertain  the  amount  due,  no  undertaking  being 
given  to  pay  that  amount,  as  would  have  been  the  case 
had  it  been  a  reference  under  the  statute.  [Alderson,  B. 
— Can  it  be  doubted  that  the  Court  has  a  general  power 
to  visit  the  attorney  with  the  costs  of  taxation,  where  more 
than  one-sixth  of  his  bill  has  been  taken  off?]  Howard  v. 
Groom  (a)  appears  to  be  an  authority  to  the  contrary. 
There,  in  an  order  referring  an  attorney's  bill  to  taxation, 
the  usual  undertaking  of  the  client  to  pay  what  should  be 
found  due  was  omitted,  and  the  Court  refused  to  refer  it 
to  the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  taxation  against  the 
attorney,  more  than  a  sixth  having  been  taken  off  the  bill, 

(a)  4Dowl.P.C.  21. 
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Bxch.  o/  Pleas,  althougli  the  attorney  had  submitted  to  the  taxation,  and 

a  balance  had  been  found  due  firom  him  to  the  client. 
[Alderson,  B. — Every  person  who  comes  beore  the  Co  nrt 
Shibham.  subjects  himself  to  its  jurisdiction  as  to  costs.  Suppose 
there  be  an  order  to  deliver  up  a  deed^  is  there  not^  inci* 
dental  to  that,  a  power  to  order  the  taxation  of  the  costs? 
It  is  a  part  of  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.]  In 
that  case  Coleridge,  J.,  says, — "  I  apprehend  the  power  of 
the  Court  to  tax  the  defendant  his  costs  of  taxation,  is 
only  given  by  the  statute.  If  you  look  at  the  words  of  the 
2  Oreo.  2,  c  23,  s.  23,  you  will  see  the  conditions  introduced 
on  which  such  a  taxation  is  to  take  place,  and  without  a 
compliance  with  which  the  Court  cannot  direct  them  to 
be  taxed.  The  attorney  is  obliged  to  deliver  his  bill,  and 
on  that  delivery  the  client  has  an  option  to  go  before  the 
Master  and  have  it  taxed ;  but  then  that  is  allowed  only 
upon  the  performance  of  certain  conditions.  One  is,  that 
he  shall  undertake  to  pay  what  shall  appear  to  be  due  on 
taxation.''  [Alderson,  B.— Howard  v.  Groom  must  be  con- 
sidered as  being  overruled,  since  the  case  of  WiUiaim$  v. 
Griffith  (a).  If  the  Court  have  no  authority,  except  uoider 
the  2  Geo.  2,  they  would  have  no  authority  where  an  action 
has  been  brought  upon  the  bill.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^If 
the  attorney  thinks  fit  to  go  before  the  Judge,  and  makes 
no  objection  to  the  order,  does  it  follow  that  the  Court  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  visit  him  with  the  costs  of  the  taxation, 
because  he  has  consented  to  an  order  containing  the  usual 
undertaking  ?]  In  Gerrard  v.  Arnold  (b),  where  the  par« 
ties  had  agreed  to  waive  the  delivery  of  a  signed  bill,  Parke, 
B.,  said, — "  The  question  is,  whether,  by  waiving  the  de- 
livery of  a  signed  bill,  you  do  not  waive  the  operation  of 
the  statute,  so  far  as  it  gives  an  authority  to  order  the  at- 
torney to  pay  the  costs.  If  they  intended  to  waive  the 
statute  prim&  facie,  they  waived  all  the  consequences.'' 
[Alderson,  B. — There  the  application  was  to  the  discretion 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  32.  (b)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  336. 
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of  the  Court ;  here  you  deny  its  jurisdiction  altogether.  Bseh.  qf  Pleat, 
There  is  no  doubt  a  distinction  between  the  authority  of 
the  Court  under  the  statute^  and  its  authority  independ- 
ently of  the  statute :  under  the  statute^  it  is  required  that 
the  Court  shall  award  the  costs  of  taxation  against  the 
attorney^  if  more  than  one-sixth  be  taken  off;  but  if,  in 
a  case  not  within  the  statute,  an  attorney  submits  to  an 
order  for  the  taxation  of  his  bill,  and  it  is  made  uncon- 
ditionally, and  acted  upon  accordingly,  he  is  within  the 
general  jurisdiction  which  the  Court  has  of  inflicting  costs  on 
any  person  who  has  been  guilty  of  imposition.  The  power 
of  the  Court  arises  firom  the  circumstance  of  the  party  sub- 
mitting himself  to  and  acting  under  its  jurisdiction.  In 
every  case  in  which  the  Court  makes  an  order  upon 
a  party  within  its  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  merely  that 
some  act  shall  be  done,  but  that  it  shall  be  done  at  the 
costs  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties.]  It  is  clear  that 
this  is  not  an  order  which  could  be  enforced  by  attach- 
ment :  Ryalls  y.  Emerson  (a).  Ex  parte  Wdrd{b). 

Keating f  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — The  short  answer  to  the  objec- 
tion in  this  case  is,  that  this  is  not  an  application  under 
the  statute,  but  under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court. 

Aldebson,  B.,  Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Macaulay  then  objected  that  the  Master  had  improperly 
disallowed  an  item  in  the  bill,  whereby  the  deductions  had 
amounted  to  one-sixth,  and  thereupon  the  Court  referred 
the  matter  back  to  him. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  464.  (Jb)  1  Har.  &  Woll.  212. 

VOL.  X.  Q  M.  W. 
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Pafineau  V.  Kino. 

Covenant  on  an  annuity  deed,  alleged  to  have  been 
made  between  the  defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plain* 
tiff  of  the  other  part.  Plea,  that  the  annuity  in  the  said 
indenture  mentioned  was  granted  for  a  pecuniary  oonai* 
deration,  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  one  Ann  King,  and  that 
no  memorial  thereof  was  inroUed  in  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  &c.  pursuant  to  the  statute.  The  replication  to 
this  plea  set  forth  a  memorial  of  the  deed  inroUed  in  the 


Exeh,  of  Pl$a$, 
1842. 

June  10. 

Covenant  on  an 
annuity  deed 
alleged  to  have 
been  made  be- 
tween the  de- 
fendant of  the 
one  part  and 
the  plaintiff  of 
the  other  part. 
Plea,  that  the 
annuity  was 
granted  for  a 
pecuniary  con- 

b?"h*einUff  Daanner  directed  by  the  act  (53  Geo.  8,  c.  141,  s.  2),  but 

to  A.  K.,  and  which  Stated  the  parties  to  the  deed  as  being  the  defend- 
that  no  memo- 

rial  thereof  was  aut  and  Ann  his  wife,  (formerly  Ann  Gadd,  spinster),  of 
Chancery°pur-  ^^^  ^^^  fdnt,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part*  To  thia 
Ttl'r  'r..  repUcation  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  on  the  ground 
plication,  set-  that  the  memorial  set  out  in  the  replication,  differing  in 
moriai  inroUed*  the  uames  of  the  parties  from  the  deed  as  set  out  in  the 
directed  by"the   declaration,  did  not  shew  a  compliance  with  the  statute 

act  of  Pariia-      jn  resDCct  of  the  instrument  declared  on. — Joinder  in  de- 
ment, but  ftat-  ^ 
ing  the  parties     murrcr. 
to  the  deed  as 
being  the  de- 

wrfl^A.  K.^  Sf*  f^ltes,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  deed  stated  in 
the  one  part,  and  the  declaration  is  alleged  to  have  been  made  between  the 

the  plaintiff  of 

the  other  part:  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  whereas  that  set  forth  in  the 
special  demur-  ii^emorial  is  between  the  defendant  and  his  wife  of  the  one 
rer, that  the       p^j^  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part:  there  is  there- 

memonal  was       r       ^  r  r        ^ 

sufficient,  and  forc  no  sufficient  memorial  shewn  of  the  deed  declared 
good/  ^^  ^^    on,   and  the  replication  is  a  departure.     The  question 

on  these  pleadings  is  not  whether  there  was  a  memo- 
rial in  factj  but  whether  there  was  a  valid  memorial, 
according  to  the  requisitions  of  the  statute,  of  the  deed 
mentioned  in  the  declaration :  Hickes  t.  CrackneU  (a). 
Again,  the  declaration  ought  to  have  stated  the  deed  at 


(a)  3  M.  &  W.  72. 


^ 
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being  made  between  the  defendant  and  Ann  King  of  the  ^SjtcA.  </  p/m#, 

one  partj  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part.   The  wife  was  a 

material  party,  as  an  interest  might  pass  from  her.     It  is 

possible  there  might  be  two  different  deeds,  and,  upon  an 

issue  of  nul  tiel  record,  the  Court  could  not  say  of  which 

deed  this  was  a  memorial. 


OgUy  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  memorial  is  sufficient. 
If  there  be  another  deed,  that  is  a  matter  of  (zci  to  be 
tried  by  the  jury. 

AldbbsoNj  B. — I  think  the  replication  is  good.  [His 
Lordship  stated  the  pleadings,  and  proceeded:]  It  is  said 
that  the  deed,  as  inroUed,  is  contrary  to  the  deed  declared 
on  :  but  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  between  them ;  the 
wife  may  be  a  party  to  the  deed  only  for  the  purpose  of 
more  fully  securing  the  annuity  granted  by  the  defendant. 

OuBNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred  (a). 


(a)  A  rule  had  been  obtained  in 
Easter  Term,  for  letting  aside  the 
demurrer  as  frivolous,  which,  after 
aigument,   was  discharged.     See 


AmM  V.  EevauU,  1  Brod.  &  B. 
443,  4  Moore,  66;  L^aght  ▼. 
Tra£^fr,5Bligh,N.S.,  1. 


Q  2 
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*  ^    The  Marquis  of  Anglesey  v.  Lord  Hatherton  and 

June  3  4-  4.  Another, 

On  a  question  xROYEB  for  coals^  limestone,  and  ironstone.    Pleas^ 

tnc«  ^a  cuiH*  ^^'  ^  ^^  ^^^  conversion  and  disposition  of  the  said  coals, 

torn  in  a  parti-  parcel  of  the  Said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration 

cuiar  manor,        *  ^  ^  ^ 

evidence  of  a  mentioned,  that  divers,  to  wit,  50  acres  of  land,  with  the 
an  adjoining  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Cannock,  in  the 
"f.S?'\?**"*^    county  of  Staflford,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c. 

witnin  tne  same  "  ' 

parish  and  leet,   were,  and  from  time  immemorial  have  been,  within  and 

is  not  admissi- 
ble, parcel  of  the  manor  of  Cannock  and  Bugeley,  in  the  said 

though^tbere  be  county  of  Stafford,  and  a  customary  tenement  thereof,  de- 
eridence  to        mised  and  demisable  by  the  lord  of  the   said  manor,  or 

sbew  that  the  "^  ' 

latter  manor  his  steward  of  the  courts  of  the  said  manor,  for  the  time 
feudationof  the  being,  to  any  person  or  persons  willing  to  take  the  same 

former;  at 

least,  unless  it  be  clearly  shewn  that  they  were  separated  after  the  time  of  legal  memory,  since 

otherwise  they  may  have  had  different  immemorial  customs. 

Evidence  of  payment  of  an  annual  sum  of  4e.  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  W.  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  C.  "  for  the  manor  of  W./'  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  evidence  that  W«  was 
such  a  subinfeudation  of  C. 

A  deed  dated  in  1605,  made  between  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  C.  of  the  one  part,  and  a  num- 
ber of  the  copyholders  of  the  manor  of  the  other,  reciting  that  the  customs  of  the  manor,  of  and 
eonceming  their  copyhold  premiies,  had  immemorially  been  claimed  to  be  as  thereinafter 
expressed,  proceeded  to  state  in  detail  various  alleged  customs,  among  which  no  mention  was 
made  of  any  custom  for  the  copyholders  to  take  minerals.  The  deed  then  stated,  that  whereas, 
at  the  request  of  the  said  copyholders,  and  in  consideration  of  j^l500  paid  by  them  to  the  lord, 
he  had  agreed  that  the  said  customs  should  be  allowed,  ratified,  and  confirmed,  and  that  the 
copyholders  were  contented  to  submit  to  them :  therefore  the  lord  did  thereby,  for  him  and  hit 
heirs,  allow  all  the  said  customs  to  be  the  true  customs  of  the  manor,  for  and  touching  all 
the  said  customary  and  copyhold  lands  before  mentioned  ;  and  the  lord  then  covenanted  with 
the  said  copyholders  that  he,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  be  bound  by  the  said  customs  forever^ 
and  that  the  copyholders,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  should  enjoy  them  for  ever  without  intemtp« 
tion  ;  and  the  copyholders  covenanted  with  him  that  they  would  at  all  times  thereafter  submit 
themselves  to  and  be  bound  by  the  said  customs.  It  was  then  provided,  that  forasmuch  as  some 
matter  or  point  of  custom  within  the  manor,  not  therein  mentioned,  might  come  in  question, 
and  doubts  might  be  made  of  the  true  exposition  of  some  matter  or  custom  therein  set  forth,  it 
was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  if  any  such  matter,  point,  or  custom,  should  come  in  ques- 
tion, it  should  be  settled  by  a  jury  to  be  summoned  as  therein  mentioned.  And  it  was  liuther 
agreed,  that  none  of  the  ancient  court  rolls  of  the  manor  should  be  shewed  or  taken  to  pr^ndice 
or  impugn  any  of  the  customs  therein  specified.  This  deed  was  confirmed  in  terms  by  a  decree 
in  Chancery,  which  contained  a  clause  providing  that  it  should  not,  nor  should  the  said  customs, 
extend  but  to  the  complainants  and  defendants  (the  copyholders  who  were  parties  to  the  deed, 
and  the  lord),  and  to  the  complainants'  copyhold  tenements,  and  should  not  be  pr^udidal  to  the 
lord  concerning  any  other  copyholds  in  the  manor. 

HMf  that  this  deed  was  admissible  in  evidence,  against  a  copyholder  deriving  title  under  one 
of  the  parties  to  it,  to  negative  the  existence  of  a  custom  of  the  manor  for  the  copyhoMcn  to 
take  the  minerals  under  their  respective  copyholds. 

Sembie,  that  it  would  have  been  evidence  for  the  same  purpose,  even  against  a  copyholder  net 
deriving  title  under  any  of  the  parties  to  it. 
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in  fee  simple,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  cus-  E»eKqfPha», 
torn  of  the  said  manor,  by  and  under  the  rents,  customs, 
and  services  theretofore  due  and  of  right  accustomed.  And 
the  defendants  further  say,  that  within  the  said  manor 
there  is  and  hath  been  a  certain  ancient  and  laudable  cus- 
tom there  used  and  approved  of,  that  is  to  say,  that  every 
customary  tenant  of  each  and  every  customary  tenement 
within  and  parcel  of  the  said  manor,  for  the  time  being, 
firoioi  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con- 
trary, respectively  hath  and  had  used  and  been  accustomed 
to  have,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  and  still  of  right 
ought  to  have,  for  himself  or  herself  respectively,  all  and 
every  the  mines,  veins,  seams,  and  beds  of  coal  lying  or 
being  or.  to  be  found  under  the  soil  of  each  and  every  of 
the  said  customary  tenements  respectively,  together  with 
full  and  free  liberty  for  each  and  every  of  the  said  cus- 
tomary tenants  respectively,  and  for  his  or  her  workmen 
or  servants,  to  open,  search  for,  dig,  get,  and  win  the  said 
mines,  veins,  seams,  and  beds  of  coal,  so  lying  and  being 
or  to  be  found  under  the  soil  of  each  and  every  of  the  said 
Gustdmary  tenements  respectively,  and  the  coals  thence 
arising  to  take,  carry,  convey,  or  otherwise  dispose  of,  at 
his  or  her  free  will.  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that 
long  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  26th 
day  of  October,  1825,  the  plaintiff,  then  being  lord  of  the 
said  manor,  at  his  court  holden  in  and  for  the  said  manor, 
before  Thomas  Hinckley,  Esq.,  then  steward  of  the  said 
ooiirt,  granted  to  the  defendant  Edward  John  Lord  Ha- 
dierton  (by  his  then  name  and  style  of  Edward  John 
Littleton,  Esq.),  and  to  John  Walhouse,  Esq.,  since  de- 
ceased (amongst  other  things),  the  said  customary  tene- 
ment in  this  plea  first  mentioned,  with  the  appurtenances, 
to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  Edward  John  Lord  Hatherton 
and  the  said  John  Walhouse,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  their  heirs  for  ever,  at  the  will  of  the  lord  of  the  said 
jsianor,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  by  and 
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jBdcfib.  qf  Pleas,  under  the  rents^  customs,  and  services  therefore  due  and 

of  right  accustomed;  by  virtue  of  which  said  grant  the 
defendant  Edward  John  Lord  Hatherton,  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  time  when  &;c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  last-mentioned  cos* 
tomaiy  tenement,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  became  and 
was  thence  continually  until  and  at  the  said  time  when 
&;c.,  seised  thereof  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  entitled  to  the 
said  mines,  veins,  seams,  and  beds  of  coal  lying  and  being 
or  to  be  found  under  the  soil  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
customary  tenement ;  wherefore  the  said  defendant  Edward 
John  Lord  Hatherton,  whilst  he  was  so  seised  and  entitled 
as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  John  Wal- 
house,  and  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  witj  on  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1839,  opened,  searched  for,  and  dng 
certain  mines,  veins,  seams,  and  beds  of  coal  then  lying  and 
being  under  the  soil  of  the  said  last-mentioned  customary 
tenement,  and  then  took,  got,  won,  and  carried  awqr 
therefrom  divers,  to  wit,  1000  tons  of  coals,  which  are  the 
same  coals  as  are  in  the  said  declaration  and  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  this  plea  mentioned :  and  the  defendants 
fturther  say,  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when 
ftc.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  said 
Edward  John  Lord  Hatherton  delivered  the  said  coals  to 
one  Richard  Roe,  to  be  kept  by  the  said  Richard  Roe  to 
and  for  the  use  of  him  the  said  Edward  John  Lord  Ha- 
therton; and  the  said  Richard  Roe  afterwards,  and  jnst 
before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  in  violation  of  his  said  trust,  delivered  the 
said  coals  to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereby  then  became  and 
was  possessed  thereof;  whereupon  the  said  Edward  J<dm 
Lord  Hatherton  in  his  own  right,  and  the  said  Heniy 
Brierly  as  his  servant  and  by  his  command,  at  the  said  time 
when  &;c.,  took  the  said  coals  from  and  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff,  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  which  is  the  same  conversion  and  disposition  as 
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in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned.    Verifi*  Efeh,  of  Pieas, 
cation  (a).  ^ 

The  second  and  third  pleas  were  precisely  similar,  except    Marquis  of 
that  they  were  pleaded  as  to  the  ironstone  and  hmestone  tf. 

respectively.     The  fourth^  fifths  and  sixth  pleas  were  similar   hathsrton. 
to  the  first,  second,  and  third  respectively,  except  that  they 
alleged  the  custom  to  be  for  every  customary  tenant  of 
the  particular  customary  tenement  in  question  to  take  the 
coals,  &c.  under  the  soil  of  his  own  tenement. 

The  replication  to  each  of  the  pleas  traversed  the  custom 
as  therein  alleged ;  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  the  last  Worcester 
assizes,  no  evidence  was  offered  in  support  of  the  custom 
■et  up  in  the  fourth  and  subsequent  pleas ;  but  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  existence  of  a  general  custom  in  the 
manor  of  Cannock  and  Bugeley,  for  the  customary  tenants 
to  get  coals  and  other  minerals  under  the  soil  of  their  re- 
spective customary  tenement.  In  order  to  establish  the 
custom,  the  defendant  proved  numerous  instances  of 
working  for  minerals  by  the  customary  tenants  in  different 
parts  of  the  manor  (without  license  or  interruption,  so  far 
as  appeared),  and  also  gave  evidence  of  appearances  of  old 
workings  in  various  places  within  the  manor.  The  defend- 
ant also  tendered  in  evidence  two  leases,  each  for  twenty-one 
years,  by  tenants  of  the  manor,  containing  a  clause  giving 
the  lessees  a  right  to  take  minerals,  subject  to  a  rent,  and 
dated  respectively  in  1800  and  1802.  The  court  rolls  of  the 
manor  were  produced,  which  simply  stated  the  inrolment 
6f  certain  leases  corresponding  with  the  above  in  the  date 
and  parties.  The  latter  of  these  two  leases,  which  had  no 
minute  or  description  upon  it  to  identify  it  with  the  entry  on 
the  court  roll,  was  rejected ;  the  former  had  indorsed  upon 
it  a  memorandum  of  the  inrolment,  and  it  was  received  in 
evidence.     The  defendant  also  gave  in  evidence  a  surrender 

(«)  As  to  this  form  of  plea,  tee  Mutant  v.  Sign^  2  M.  &  W.  95. 
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JBrcA.  qfPiiM,  of  a  customary  tenement  within  the  manor^  by  way  of  mcnrt- 

gage,  by  one  Thomas  Barton  and  Eliza  his  wife,  and  the 
admittance  thereon,  dated  in  May  1730.  After  the  sur- 
render of  the  tenement  followed  these  words : — "  Except 
always  to  the  aforesaid  Thomas  Barton  and  Elisa  his  wife, 
and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  from  time  to  time,  free  liberty 
to  make  coal  mines,  sloughs,  or  drains,  and  all  other  things 
necessary  to  search  for  coals  within  the  lands  aforesaid,  or 
any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  and  to  convert  the  coals  so  found 
to  the  sole  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Thomas  Barton  and 
Eliza  his  wife,  their  heirs  and  assigns/'  Surrenders  of 
other  tenements,  in  some  cases  expressly  reserving  the 
minerals  to  the  surrenderor,  in  others  passing  them  by 
express  words  to  the  surrenderee,  were  also  proved.  The 
defendant  then  gave  in  evidence  two  accounts  of  the 
stewards  of  the  adjoining  manor  of  Wyrley,  in  the  reigna 
of  Richard  11.  and  Henry  lY .,  taking  credit  for  payments 
made  by  them  in  respect  of  the  manor,  amongst  which,  under 
the  head  of  rent  absolute,''  was  ''four  shillings  to  theBishcqp 
of  Chester;"  and  annual  payments  were  proved  to  have  been 
made  of  the  like  sum  of  four  shillings  by  the  Duke  of  Sutb* 
erland,  the  present  lord  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley,  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  hands  of  the  bailiff  of  the  manor  of  Cannock, 
"  for  the  manor  of  Wyrley,"  as  it  was  expressed  in  the  re- 
ceipts. It  was  contended  that  this  payment,  unexplained, 
led  to  a  presumption  that  the  manor  of  Wyrley  was  a  sub* 
infeudation  of  the  manor  of  Cannock,  and  therefore  that 
evidence  of  the  existence  in  the  former  manor  of  a  similar 
custom  to  that  now  claimed  in  respect  of  the  latter,  was  ad- 
missible. The  learned  Judge,  however,  refused  to  receive 
such  evidence. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  deed  was  tendered  in  evi- 
dence, dated  the  2nd  November,  3  Jac.  1  (1605),  made 
between  William,  Lord  Paget,  lord  of  the  manor  of  (inter 
alia)  Cannock  and  Rugeley,  of  the  one  part,  and  Sir  Walter 
Aston,  and  a  great  number  of  other  persons,  copyholders 
of  the  several  manors  therein  mentioned,  of  the  other  part 
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This  deed  recited^  that  whereas  the  said  copyholders  did  se-  BMeh.qfPha», 
yerally  and  respectively  hold  to  them  and  their  several  heirs,  '   - 

the  several  copyholds  mentioned  in  the  several  schedules    Marquis  of 

Amolesby 

thereunto  annexed,  of  the  said  Lord  Paget,  as  of  his  sidd  v. 

several  manors,  by  several  and  respective  copies  of  court  rolls  h  atbbrtok. 
of  the  said  manors,  according  to  the  several  customs  thereof, 
and  by  the  several  rents  in  the  said  schedules  also  men- 
tioned ;  and  whereas  also  the  customs  of  the  said  several 
manors,  of  and  concerning  the  said  copyhold  premises,  all 
the  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  was  not  to  the  con- 
trary, had  been  claimed  to  be  in  such  manner  and  form  as 
thereinafter  expressed: — the  deed  then  proceeded  to  set 
forth  the  alleged  customs,  as  to  inheritance,  descent,  guar- 
dianship, dower,  fines  payable  to  the  lord,  powers  of  leasing 
and  exchange,  heriots,  the  right  of  felling  timber  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  free  common  on  the  wastes  of  the 
manor,  the  right  of  getting  heath,  turf,  clay,  sand,  earthy 
marl  and  gravel  on  the  waste,  escheat,  suit  and  service  at 
the  lord's  courts,  &;c.  &c. ;  but  making  no  mention  of  any 
custom  for  the  copyholders  to  take  minerals.  The  deed 
then  proceeded  to  state,  that  whereas,  at  the  humble  peti- 
tion of  the  said  copyholders,  by  them  made  to  the  said 
Lord  Paget,  and  for  consideration  of  the  sum  of  dE1500  by 
them  paid  to  him,  '^  when  he,  the  said  Lord  Paget,  is  well 
pleased  that  the  said  customs  shall  be  allowed,  ratified,  and 
confirmed,  as  also  the  said  copyholders  are  contented  to 
submit  themslves  to  the  same,  to  the  end  certainty  may  be 
left  in  that  behalf  to  their  posterity :''  therefore  the  said 
Lord  Paget,  in  accomplishment  of  so  much  as  on  his  part 
was  to  be  performed,  did,  by  those  presents,  for  him  and 
his  heirs,  allow  all  and  every  the  premises,  and  did  thereby 
ratify  and  confirm  the  said  customs  and  every  of  them, 
and  was  contented  and  well  pleased  that  the  customs  be- 
fore mentioned,  and  every  of  them,  should  for  ever  there- 
after be  the  true  customs  of  the  said  manors,  for  and  touch* 
ing  all  and  every  the  said  customary  and  copyhold  lands  and 
tenements  before  mentioned.    The  Lord  Paget  then  further 
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Ejtck.  of  Ph0t,  covenanted  with  the  said  copyholders  and  every  of  them^ 
'  ^    and  every  of  their  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  that  he. 

Marquis  or   big  heirs  and  assigns,  should  and  would  be  bound  by  the 
•.  said  customs  for  evermore ;  and  that  the  said  copyholders, 

Hatbm^om.  ^^^  every  of  them,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  should  and 
might  for  ever  thereafter  enjoy  and  use  the  same  customs 
and  every  of  them,  without  any  let,  trouble,  denial,  or  in- 
terruption of  him  the  said  Lord  Paget,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
or  any  of  them.  And  the  said  copyholders  severally  cove- 
nanted with  the  Lord  Paget,  that  they,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  should  and  would,  at  all  times  thereafter,  submit 
themselves  to  the  said  customs,  and  be  bound  thereby,  and 
pay  and  perform  every  thing  on  their  parts  to  be  performed 
in  those  presents  mentioned  or  expressed,  &c.  Then  fid- 
lowed  this  clause : — "  And  moreover,  for  that  some  matter 
or  point  of  custom  within  the  said  manors,  or  some  of  them, 
herein  not  mentioned  or  expressed,  may  come  in  question, 
and  for  that  also  some  doubts  may  be  made  of  the  true 
exposition  of  some  matter  or  custom  herein  set  forth,  or  of 
some  circumstance  thereof,  therefore  it  is  fully  concluded 
and  agreed  between  all  the  said  parties,  and  every  of  them, 
that  if  any  such  matter,  point,  or  custom  shaU,  upon  just 
cause  come  in  question,  then  an  indifferent  jury  of  fourteen 
or  sixteen  copyholders  of  the  same  manor  where  such 
doubts  shall  arise,  at  some  court  for  that  purpose,  shall  be 
impanelled,''  &c.  &c.,  to  inquire  and  make  presentment  of 
the  said  matter,  custom,  or  question,  and  that  their  pre- 
sentment should  bind  all  the  said  parties  and  their  heirs 
for  ever.  And  it  was  also  agreed,  that  none  of  the  ancient 
court  rolls  of  any  of  the  said  manors  should  be  thenceforth 
shewed,  nor  should  be  esteemed  or  taken,  to  impugn,  pre- 
judice, or  hurt  any  of  the  customs  in  those  presents 
specified  or  set  down;  and  provision  was  made  for  the 
foture  keeping  of  the  court  rolls  in  a  chest,  with  four  locks 
and  keys,  in  the  church  of  Cannock,  one  key  to  be  kept  by 
the  steward  of  the  manors,  another  by  the  lord's  bailiff, 
and  the  others  by  two  indifferent  copyholders. 


^ 
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Among  the  tenements  specified  in  the  schedule  of  the  M*eh.  of  FUmt^ 
manor  of  Cannock^  subjoined  to  this  deed^  were  certain    ^  ^      ^ 
dosesj  stated  to  be  held  by  Thomas  Sprott^  jun.^  (one  of   Mabquis  or 
the  parties  rigning  the  deed),  which  were  shewn  to  be  part     ^"T" 
of  a  tenement  of  which  the  defendant  Lord  Hatherton   HATusln'oif. 
was  now  the  owner  (a). 

The  plaintiff  also  tendered  in  evidence  a  decree  in  Chan- 
eery,  dated  29th  November,  4  Jac.  1  (1606),  in  a  suit 
wherein  Sir  Walter  Aston,  knight,  and  others,  were  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  Lord  Paget,  defendant ;  reciting,  that  they 
the  said  complainants,  and  their  several  ancestors  and  those 
whose  estate  they  severally  have  had,  claimed  the  customs 
of  the  said  manors,  of  and  concerning  the  said  copyhold 
premises,  to  be  as  thereinafter  expressed,  for  and  touching 
which  customs  and  claim  divers  suits,  questions,  and  con- 
troversies, had  grown  between  the  lords  of  the  said  manors 
and  the  copyholders  before  named,  and  others  before 
them,  copyholders  of  the  said  premises ;  for  the  final  end- 
ing and  determining  of  all  which  questions,  controversies, 
and  debates,  and  for  avoiding  all  future  doubts  and 
controversies  concerning  the  said  customs,  the  defen- 
dant Lord  Paget,  and  they  the  complainants,  of  their 
mutual  consents  and  agreements,  about  six  months  then 
last  past,  did  conclude  and  agree  that  the  customs  of  the 
said  several  manors,  of  and  concerning  the  said  copyhold 
premises,  thenceforth  for  ever  should  be  esteemed  and 
taken  to  be  in  manner  and  form  as  thereinafter  expressed, 
that  is  to  say,  [setting  them  forth  precisely  as  in  the 
deed]  :  and  reciting,  that  the  complainants  further  shewed 
that  the  said  Lord  Paget,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
i61500  to  him  by  the  said  complainants  paid,  was  well 
pleased  that  the  said  customs  should  be  allowed,  ratified, 
and  confirmed,  and  did  acknowledge  and  confess  that  he 

(a)  Much  discussion  took  place,  factorily  established  in  evidence  : 

both  at  Nisi  Prius  and  before  the  but  it  is  assumed  for  the  purposes 

Court,  on  the  question  whether  the  of  this  report  that  it  was. 
identity  of  thu  property  was  satis- 
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Marquis  or 
Anglbsbt 

V. 
LOftD 

Hathvrtoit. 


Exeh.  of  PUoi,  was  agreed  that  the  customs  before  mentioned^  and  every 

of  them^  thereafter  for  ever  should  be  the  true  customs  of 
the  said  manors,  for  and  touching  all  and  every  the  said 
customary  and  copyhold  lands  and  tenements  before  men* 
tioned,  and  had  promised  that  he  the  said  Lord  Paget,. his 
heirs  and  assigns,  and  every  of  them,  should  and  would  be 
bound  by  the  said  customs  for  evermore,  for  and  concern- 
ing the  said  copyhold  premises,  &c.  &;c.  [proceeding  as  in 
the  deed,  ante,  p.  224]  :  and  stating  the  answer  of  the 
Lord  Paget,  confessing  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  that 
he  had  promised  and  agreed  to  all  the  conclusions,  pre-^ 
mises,  and  agreements  therein  specified,  all  which  he  al« 
leged  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  perform  on  his  part^ 
and  was  contented  that  the  same  should  appear  and  remain 
of  record,  and  be  ordered  and  decreed  by  the  Court  to  con-^ 
tinue  for  ever,  &c.,  so  as  such  order  and  decree,  and  the 
said  customs,  should  extend  only  to  the  said  complainants^ 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  their  copyhold  lands,  tene* 
m^ts,  and  hereditaments,  and  to  none  other,  and  might 
not  be  hurtful  nor  prejudicial  to  the  said  Lord  Paget,  his 
heirs  nor  assigns,  of,  for,  or  concerning  any  other  copyhold 
lands  in  any  of  the  said  manors,  nor  of,  for,  or  concerning 
any  duty  out  of  the  same :  it  was  therefore,  by  and  with 
the  assent  and  consent  of  the  said  complainants  and  de- 
fendants, ordered  and  decreed,  that  all  and  every  the  said 
customs,  conclusions,  and  agreements  mentioned  in  the 
said  bill,  should  have  continuance  for  ever,  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  the  bill  contained,  and  that  the  said  customs 
of  the  said  several  manors  mentioned  in  the  said  bill,  and 
every  of  them,  from  thenceforth  for  ever  should  be,  and  be 
esteemed  and  taken  to  be,  the  customs  of  the  said  manors, 
for  and  touching  all  and  every  the  said  customary  and 
copyhold  lands  and  tenements  before  mentioned,  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  in  the  said  bill  expressed,  that  is  to  say, 
[setting  forth  the  customs  in  the  same  terms  as  before]. 
The  decree  proceeded  to  confirm  in  all  its  parts  the  agree- 
ment stated  in  the  deed :  and  concluded  with  a  clause 
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stating  that  the  said  decree^  nor  anything  therein  con-  s*ck.  of  PUmt^ 
tained^  nor  any  the  cnstoms  aforesaid^  should  extend  but  - 

only  unto  the  said  complainants  and  defendants^  their    Mabquisof 
seyeral  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever^  and  to  the  said  com-  «. 

plainants'  copyhold  lands,  tenements^  and  hereditaments^  Hatubtoit. 
and  to  none  other^  and  should  not  be  hurtful  nor  prejudi- 
cial to  the  said  Lord  Paget^  his  heirs  nor  assigns,  of,  for, 
or  concerning  any  other  copyhold  lauds  in  any  of  the  said 
manors,  nor  of,  for,  or  concerning  any  duty  out  of  the 
same. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the 
deed  and  decree  were  not  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the 
ground  that  they  constituted  a  mere  agreement,  for  a  pe* 
cnniary  consideration,  between  the  lord  and  the  particular 
copyholders  who  were  parties  to  the  deed,  in  respect  of  the 
customs  which  were  in  future  to  apply  to  their  parti- 
cular copyholds,  but  did  not  amount  to  any  admission  of 
the  non-existence  of  the  particular  custom  alleged  by 
the  defendant,  so  as  to  be  evidence  against  him.  The 
learned  Judge,  however,  received  the  evidence,  holding 
the  deed  to  be  a  declaration  by  Sprott,  whose  estate  the 
defendant  now  had,  what  were  the  then  existing  customs 
of  the  manor. 

In  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  his  lordship  stated, 
with  reference  to  the  surrender  of  May  1730,  produced 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  exception  of  minerals 
contained  therein,  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  say  the 
steward  could  refuse  to  make  the  entry  of  the  surrender 
on  the  court  roll,  or  to  make  the  admittance  thereon, 
whatever  might  be  the  terms  of  the  exception  which  the 
parties  had  introduced  into  the  surrender,  and  whether 
th^  were,  in  point  of  fact,  entitled  to  the  right  excepted 
or  not;  but  that  it  was  important  as  shewing  that  the 
agent  of  the  lord  had  distinct  notice  that  the  parties  were 
setting  a  claim  to  the  minerals,  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
lord,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  any  proceeding  was  in 
consequence  taken  on  his  part  to  put  a  stop  to  the  work- 
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Bjeek.  rf  Pietu,  iDgs.  He  made  a  similar  obsenration  as  to  the  other  siir* 
1842.  renders^  and  the  lease  of  1800.  And  after  stating  all  the 
evidence^  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  axy,  whether  they  were  of 
opinion  that  the  copyholders  of  the  manor  had  been  proYcd 
to  have  had^  from  time  immemorial^  the  customary  right 
to  take  the  mines  and  minerals.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff. 


Marquis  op 
Anolbsbt 

Lord 
Hatbrrtom. 


In  Easter  Term^  Sir  T.  Wilde  obtained  a  rule  msi  for  a 
new  trials  on  the  following  grounds:  firsts  that  the  evidenoe 
of  the  customs  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley  ought  to  haye  been 
received  in  evidence :  on  this  point,  the  cases  of  ChampiaH 
y.  Mkmson  {a),  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Fra$we  {b),  and  JBoiM  r* 
Brenion{c),^ere  cited :  secondly,  that  the  deed  and  decree  cl 
1605-6  ought  not  to  have  been  received :  and  thirdly,  that 
the  learned  Judge  had  misdirected  the  jury,  in  stating  it 
as  his  opinion  that  the  steward  was  bound  to  receive  and 
inrol  surrenders  which  professed  to  pass,  or  to  reserve,  any 
right  to  which  the  surrenderor  was  not  entitled  by  thd 
custom  of  the  manor,  and  therefore  had  given  too  little 
effect  to  the  surrenders  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defend* 
ant :  and  also  that  he  had  erroneously  stated  the  deed  of 
1605  as  evidence  of  what  were  the  immemorial  customs  dT 
the  manor,  whereas  it  amounted  to  no  more  than  a  crea- 
tion of  the  customs  agreed  upon  in  ftituro. 

The  Soliciior"  General,  Taffourd,  Serjt.,  IL  V.  Bichardi, 
Whateley,9JxifVhiimoref  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule. 
'. — I.  The  evidence  of  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley  was 
rightly  rejected.  It  was  suggested  that  that  manor  was  a 
subinfeudation  of  the  manor  of  Cannock ;  but  no  ground 
was  laid  for  such  a  conclusion.  No  connexion  was  sh^wn 
between  the  Bishop  of  Chester,  to  whom  the  4as.  appeared 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley  in 

(a)  3  Keb.  90.  (b)  1  Stra.  654. 

(c)  8  B.  &  C.  758  ;  3  Man.  &  R.  361. 
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alicient  times^  and  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Cannock,  or  in  Exeh.  of  Phat^ 
any  way  with  that  manor.  The  whole  basis,  therefore,  of  ^  *^^'  ^ 
the  argument  for  the  defendant  on  this  point  fails,  no  con-  Marquis  or 
neadon  whatever  being  made  out  between  the  two  manors :  ^"oji^^BTf 
still  less  that  that  of  Wyrley  is  a  subinfeudation  of  the  manor  ^^^^ 
of  Cannock.  But  even  if  it  were,  it  does  not  follow  that  their 
customs  should  be  identical.  The  subinfeudation  must  have 
been  anterior  to  the  statute  of  quia  emptores,  but  at  what 
date  there  is  no  evidence  whatever.  Supposing  the  subin- 
feudation to  have  been  created  before  the  reign  of  Bichardl., 
why  may  not  the  customs  differ?  There  is  no  foundation 
for  the  argument,  unless  it  were  shewn  when  and  how  the 
manors  were  separated.  The  decision  in  Bowe  v.  Brenton 
shews  no  more  than  this, — that  where  the  inquiry  is  as  to 
the  incidents  of  a  particular  estate  existing  in  a  manorj 
and  the  same  estate  is  found  to  prevail  throughout  a  dis* 
trict,  its  incidents  throughout  that  district  may  be  looked 
to,  to  see  what  they  are  in  the  particular  manor.  The 
evidence  was  not  tendered  in  that  case  to  prove  a  custom^ 
but  to  prove  the  nature  of  the  general  tenure  in  question. 
In  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  France,  the  question 
was  whether  a  fine  was  payable  by  the  customary  tenants  of 
the  manor  to  a  tenant  for  life  of  the  manor  under  a  marriage 
settlement,  on  the  death  of  the  last  admitting  lord.  Evi- 
dence  was  offered  of  instances  of  fines  paid  in  like  cases  to 
lords  of  other  manors.  Lord  Raymond,  C.  J.,  says, — "  I 
have  always  looked  upon  it  as  a  settled  principle  in  the 
law,  that  the  custom  of  one  manor  shall  not  be  given  in 
evidence  to  explain  the  custom  of  another  manor;  for  if 
this  kind  of  evidence  should  be  allowed,  the  consequence 
seems  to  be  that  it  would  let  in  the  custom  of  one  manor 
into  another,  and  in  time  bring  the  customs  of  all  manors 
to  be  the  same.^'  Reynolds,  J.,  expressed  the  same  opin- 
ion ;  although,  upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Champian  v, 
Atkinson,  and  of  a  practice  alleged  at  the  bar  to  have  ex- 
isted on  the  northern  circuit,  the  evidence  was  admitted* 
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MMck.  if  Pkmt,  Fortueue,  J.,  took  the  same  distinction  that  was  taken  in 

1842 

-    Rawe  Y.  Breniom,  between  evidence  as  to  the  cugiom  and  as 

Marquis  or    to  the  tenure  of  a  manor^  and  thought  the  evidence  admis* 

«.  Bible  as  being  referable  to  the  latter  question.    And  it  ap. 

HATiinLToa.  P®*"»  ^™  ^  ^^^  ^^  *^®  reporter,  that  the  Judges  of  the 
Common  Pleas  and  Exchequer  were  all  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  allowed.  It  ought,  there- 
fore, in  order  to  found  this  objection,  to  have  been  shewn 
that  the  manors  were  separated,  with  all  their  inci^ 
dents,  since  the  time  of  legal  memory.  [Aldermm,  B. — ^If 
a  common  origin  were  sufficient,  which  is  the  utmost  ez« 
tent  to  which  this  case  can  be  carried,  all  manors  have  a 
common  origin,  namely,  by  grant  firom  the  Crown ;  thera* 
fore  the  customs  of  all  manors  would  be  reoeivahle.  For 
aught  that  appears,  these  manors  might  have  had  a  ooni- 
mon  origin  at  periods  when  the  customs  would  be  differ- 
ent.] 

n.  The  deed  and  decree  of  8  &  4  Jac.  1,  were  righfljr 
received  in  evidence.  It  was  shewn  that  the  present  de- 
fendant derived  title  to  a  portion  of  his  copyhold  tenements 
from  one  of  the  parties  to  the  deed.  Now  it  is  plain  that 
tiiat  deed  was  executed  in  order  to  settle  for  all  time  to  eome 
the  disputed  customs  of  the  manor  as  they  then  existed.  The 
lord  was  thereby  conceding  the  claims  of  the  copyhdden  to 
their  utmost  limit,  and  receiving  in  return  the  large  sum  (at 
that  day)  of  iE1500:  and  when  they  are  stating  the  castoms 
of  the  manor  in  their  own  favour,  no  mention  whatever  is 
made  of  any  right  to  take  the  minerals.  Is  not  the  ttea 
declaration  of  the  copyholders  evidence  what  were  the 
customs  of  the  manor?  [Boi/e,  B. — ^The  argument  on  the 
odier  side  is,  that  the  deed  is  not  evidence,  on  the  groand 
fliat  the  Lord  Paget  had  only  agreed,  in  consideration  of  a 
sum  of  money,  to  admit  such  to  be  the  customs  in  futme.] 
It  is  not  merely  an  admission  that  they  should  be  snch  in 
firtore,  but  that  they  had  been  so  for  all  time.  It  ia  pnt 
as  being  a  pajrment  fiur  forbearance  to  daim  more  exten* 
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Marquis  op 
Anglesey 

Lord 
Hatbsrton* 


ave  rights ;  but  it  is  much  more :  it  is  an  admission  by  Exch,  of  Picas, 
both  parties  of  the  existing  customs^  and  is  clearly  evidence 
on  a  question  touching  the  customs  of  the  manor,  arising 
at  any  time  between  the  lord  and  the  tenant  of  one  of  the 
same  tenements  therein  mentioned. 

III.  The  learned  judge  was  guilty  of  no  misdirection 
whatever.  With  respect  to  the  leases^  nothing  was  shewn 
to  have  been  done  under  them,  and  at  best  they  were 
equivocal ;  because  if  the  lord  had  given  his  customary 
tenant  a  license  to  work  mines,  the  latter  would  for  that 
purpose  require  such  an  agreement  with  his  tenant.  The 
supposed  misdirection  in  this  respect  is,  that  the  learned 
judge  told  the  jury  the  document  was  of  no  great  weight, 
because  the  steward  was  bound  to  inrol  the  lease  if  brought 
to  him,  and  it  was  not  binding  on  the  lord.  But  it  is  in 
no  sense  miadirection  to  give  too  much  or  too  little  weight 
to  hfact,  even  if  it  appeared  that  it  was  done  in  this  case 
Then  as  to  the  supposed  misdirection  with  respect  to  the 
deed  of  1605,  that  objection,  if  it  amounted  to  anything, 
would  apply  against  the  admissibiliiy  of  the  evidence.  But 
in  truth  there  was  no  misdirection  in  law,  and  the  question 
in  issue  was  clearly  and  fully  left  to  the  jury. 


Sir  T.  Wilde,  Ludlow,  Seijt.,  and  fV.  J.  Alexander,  con- 
triu — I.  As  to  the  admissibility  of  the  deed  and  decree. 
This  was  a  contract  by  deed  between  the  lord  and  certain 
tenants  of  the  manor,  and  the  suit  was  by  bill  for  a  specific 
performance  of  that  contract,  which  was  made  in  considera- 
tion of  a  sum  of  <£1500.  Why  should  the  lord  exact  such 
a  sum  of  money  for  admitting  the  ancient  customs  of  the 
manor?  Reputation  post  litem  motam  is  not  admissible 
evidence  of  a  custom ;  the  deed,  therefore,  cannot  be  re« 
eeivable  on  that  footing.  This  is  an  admission  made  on 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  by  the  one  party  to  the  other. 
As  the  mere  compromise  of  a  dispute,  it  cannot  be  admis* 
sible  against  other  persons.   It  is  said,  however,  that  it  is  a 


VOL.  X. 


M.  w. 
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MUek,  qf  Ptemt,  mutnal  admission  as  to  their  existing  rights.    Now  it  is  part 

'  ^     of  the  agreement  that  the  ancient  court  rolls  shall  never  be 

Marquis  of    referred  to,  to  disturb  or  impugn  it :  that  is  altogether  in- 

Amolbset 

V.  consistent  with  its  being  a  definition  of  the  ancient  rights 

Hathciltox.  ^^  ^^^  parties.  Besides,  it  is  applicable  only  to  the  parti- 
cular copyhold  tenements  of  which  the  complainants  were 
seised,  and  all  the  admissions  have  reference  to  them  only, 
not  to  the  manor  generally.  A  custom  is  a  law  governing 
the  district  generally,  and  it  is  rather  9k  prescriptum  than  a 
custom,  if  it  apply  only  to  particular  tenements.  Here  the 
consideration  and  the  admission  are  equally  limited  to  the 
particular  tenements.  There  is  no  admission  in  terms, 
that  for  the  future  the  customs  therein  set  forth  shall  be 
taken  alwajrs  to  have  prevailed.  Then  the  fact  of  the  par- 
ties entering  into  mutual  covenants  shews  that  the  lord  did 
not  depend  on  the  deed  as  being  in  itself  a  conclusive  ad- 
mission of  the  existing  customs.  It  is  observable  that  the 
course  of  descent  provided  for  is  not  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  but  according  to  the  course  of 
descent  at  common  law.  So  as  to  the  use  of  the  coppice 
grounds ;  it  is  not  to  be  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  but  according  to  the  laws  as  to  the  realm ;  and  the 
same  as  to  escheat.  It  is  altogether  a  conventional  ar- 
rangement between  the  particular  parties  to  whom  the 
concessions  are  made.  Further,  it  clearly  appears  upon 
the  face  of  the  deed  itself  that  there  were  other  customs 
not  expressed  therein;  customs,  doubtless,  as  to  which 
there  was  no  dispute,  and  which  therefore  were  not  made 
the  subject  of  the  arrangement ;  and  provision  is  made  for 
settling  them  also  if  they  should  come  in  question,  not  in 
regard  to  the  manor  generally,  but  as  to  the  parties  to  the 
deed,  their  heirs  and  assigns.  And  the  decree  expressly 
provides,  that  the  customs  therein  set  forth  shall  not  pre- 
judice the  lord  as  to  any  other  copyhold  lands  within  the 
manor.  It  is,  in  truth,  a  protest  against  their  being  taken 
to  be  customs  of  the  manor.    This  deed,  therefore,  was  not 


TRINITY   TEKM^   5  VICT«  288 

to  made  as  to  amount  to  a  declaration  by  the  copyholders  Bxeh.  of  piea»f 
of  the  ancient  customs  of  the  manor,  so  as  to  make  it  evi-     ^     ^      . 
dence  as  reputation,  or  as  an  admission  by  a  predecessor    Marquis  of 
in  estate.    But  even  if  it  was  admissible,  the  learned  Judge  v. 

misdirected  the  jury,  when  he  treated  it  as  evidence  of  what  hatmmok. 
the  immemorial  customs  of  the  manor  were,  and  laid  it  down 
that  the  omission,  in  the  enumeration  of  the  customs,  of 
any  mention  of  the  right  to  take  the  minerals,  was  evi* 
dence  from  which  the  jury  might  infer  that  no  such  right 
existed  immemorially. 

II.  The  evidence  of  the  custom  in  the  manor  of  Wyrley 
Qoght  to  have  been  received.    The  question  is,  if  Wyrley 
was  held  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Cannock  at  a  chief 
rent  of  four  shillings,  what  must  have  been  the  nature  of 
the  connexion  between  the  rent  and  the  manor?    The 
payment  of  a  chief  rent  imports  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant ;  the  circumstance  of  its  being  paid  to  the  bailiff 
of  Cannock,  (a  manor  in  the  same  parish  and  leet),  afforded 
aafficient  ground,  in  the  absence  of  any  explanation,  for  the 
conclusion  that  the  one  manor  was  held  of  the  other;  and 
if  the  manor  of  Wyrley  had  been  separated  from  that  of 
Cannock,  prima  facie  their  customs  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  the  same.     There  can  be  no  inference  of  law  that 
the  customs  have  altered,  although  in  fact  new  customs 
Muqf  by  possibility  have  grown  up ;  but  this  would  consti- 
tute an  objection  to  the  value,  not  to  the  admissibility,  of 
the  testimony.    It  follows  as  a  legal  consequence,  at  all 
events  until  the  presumption  be  rebutted  by  negative  evi- 
dence,  that,  the  same  customs  having  of  course  been  ap- 
plicable to  all  the  copyholds  in  the  manor  as  it  originally 
existed,  upon  the  severance  of  a  portion  of  it  by  the  sub- 
infeudation, the  part  severed  would  retain  them.     There 
having  been  a  time  when  the  customs  were  identical,  it  is 
not  to  be  Resumed  that  on  a  sub^grant  they  have  been 
altered.    The  rule  of  law,  that  the  customs  of  one  manor 
are  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  a  question  touching  the 
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E^eh.  of  PUat,  customs  of  another,  is  laid  down  with  this  qualification  is 
*^^-        PhiUipps  on  Evidence,  Vol.  I.  p.  483  (8th  edit.) :— "  Uii- 
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Lord 
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less  some  connexion  or  relation  is  proved  to  have 
between  them^  as  by  shewing  that  they  were  all  former^ 
held  under  the  same  lord,  or  that  the  one  manor  was  an-» 
ciently  parcel  of  the  other  manor^  such  evidence  is  not  ad« 
missible :  *'  in  support  of  which  position  the  case  of  MauKm 
V.  Dallison  (a)  is  referred  to.  So  Bayley,  J.,  says,  in  Rtnpe 
v.Brenion  {b) — "  Generally  speaking,  a  party  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  prove  the  custom  of  one  manor  by  evidence  of  a 
custom  in  another,  unless  a  connexion  between  them  be 
first  established.''  The  cases  of  Chcanpian  v.  Atkinson  (e), 
and  7%6  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely  v.  Warren  {d),  are  autho« 
rities  to  shew  that  contiguity  alone  is  sufficient  to  establish 
this  connexion,  if  the  entire  district  be  of  the  same  nature^ 
as  was  the  case  here.  So  also,  the  case  of  Duke  ofSameraei 
V.  France  rests  on  the  probability  of  connexion,  and  identity 
of  customs,  which  the  same  locality  was  reasonably  presumed 
to  afford.  It  is  obvious  that  the  mode  of  shewing  sock 
connexion  must  vary  according  to  the  nature  of  the  eas^ 
and  cannot  be  universally  the  same. 

[The  point  as  to  the  alleged  misdirection  with  respect  to 
the  leases  and  surrenders  was  abandoned.] 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  case  has  been  fully  argued, 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  dischai^^. 

Three  points  have  been  made  for  questioning  the  verdict. 
The  first  relates  to  the  non-admission  of  evidence  of  the 
working  of  minerals  in  the  manor  of  Wyrley ;  and  it  it 
contended  that  evidence  was  given  to  connect  the  two 
manors,  in  such  a  way  as  to  authorize  the  reception  of 
evidence  of  the  customs  of  one  manor,  in  order  to  throw 
light  upon  the  customs  of  the  other.  The  argument  has 
been  pushed  by  my  brother  Ludlow  to  such  a  length  in 
that  respect,  as  to  leave  it  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  he 


(a)  1  Cro.  Car.  484. 
(i)  8  B.  &  Cr.  764. 


(c)  3  Keb.  90. 
(</)  2  Atk.  189. 
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does  not  contend  that  the  general  rule  ia,  that  the  customs  Bxeh.  of  piea», 
of  one  manor,  if  the  two  lie  contiguous,  are  evidence  of  the    ^   ^      ^ 
customs  of  the  other.   But  I  have  always  understood,  from    Marquis  of 
the  practice  of  the  Courts  in  ancient  times,  which  has  not  v. 

been  altered  to  the  present  time,  that  there  was  no  rule  hambrtom. 
better  established  or  more  frequently  acted  upon  than 
this,  that  the  customs  of  one  manor  could  not  be  given  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  customs  of  another;  because,  as  each 
manor  may  have  customs  peculiar  to  itself,  (and  this,  which 
is  contended  for  to-day,  is  admitted  not  to  be  a  general  or 
usual  custom),  to  admit  the  peculiar  customs  of  another 
manor  in  order  to  shew  the  customs  of  the  manor  in  ques- 
tion, would  be  a  very  false  guide  for  the  purpose  of  leading 
to  any  such  conclusion.  !£  no  such  custom  exist,  or  can 
be  found  in  the  manor  in  question,  to  shew  that  such  a 
thing  existed  in  a  neighbouring  manor,  would  be  to  put  an 
end  to  all  question  as  to  the  peculiar  customs  in  particular 
manors,  by  throwing  them  open  to  the  customs  of  all  sur- 
rounding manors. 

But  there  are,  it  is  said,  excepted  cases ;  and  one  of  the 
excepted  cases  that  is  contended  for  is,  where  one  manor  is 
held  of  another.  Now  that  is  a  new  proposition  to  me.  I 
do  not  believe  that  can  be  satisfactorily  established  by  any 
case.  It  was  the  custom  of  the  Crown,  in  very  ancient  times, 
in  granting  a  manor,  to  declare  of  what  particular  manor 
held  by  the  Crown  that  manor  should  be  held.  Kobody 
ever  contended  that  this  gave  an  identity  to  the  customs  of 
the  two  manors.  That  which  was  the  ancient  custom,  was 
followed  out  in  almost  all  grants  by  the  Crown  since  the 
dissolution  of  the  monasteries ;  at  least,  in  many  cases  which 
have  come  under  my  own  knowledge.  Crown  manors  were 
granted  to  be  held  of  the  manor  of  East  Greenwich.  It 
therefore  is  not  at  all  a  proposition  based  upon  any  esta- 
blished rule  in  Westminster  Hall,  that  where  one  manor  is 
held  of  another,  their  customs  are  identical.  My  brother 
Ludhw  argues,  that  where  one  manor  has  been  parcel  of 
another,  and  has  been  separated  by  the  lord  and  granted 
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Ejrch,  of  PUat,  out^  such  might  be  the  case.    In  order  to  make  that  case 
^    out,  if  it  be  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  it  should  be 

Marquis  of    established  clearly  and  beyond  all  controversy  that  the  two 
V.  manors  originally  formed  one  manor.     That  is  not  neces- 

Hathertoit.  sarily  the  case  here.  I  do  not  see  that  the  fact  of  one  manor 
paying  a  chief  rent,  if  you  please,  to  the  lord  of  another 
manor,  is  a  necessary  proof  that  the  two  manors  were  atone 
time  one  manor ;  and  therefore  the  foundation  of  the  argn* 
ment  fails  in  that  respect.  I  think  it  also  fails  in  the  attempt 
to  connect  these  manors  together  in  point  of  fact.  The  evi- 
dence is,  that  this  4s.  was  paid  to  the  Bishop  of  Chester  in 
very  early  times,  for  this  manor  of  Wyrley,  as  part  of  his 
fee.  There  is  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to  connect  the  Bishop 
of  Chester  with  the  manor  of  Cannock,  or  to  shew  that  the 
Marquis  of  Anglesey  derives  his  title  to  the  manor  now  in 
question  from  the  Bishop  of  Chester.  It  may  be  so  or  it 
may  not,  but  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  it;  the  only 
evidence  is,  that  a  receipt  is  given,  which  shews  that  4t« 
was  received  for  the  use  of  the  Earl  of  Uxbridge  by  the 
bailiff  of  the  manor.  But  that  does  not  prove  how  he 
came  by  it,  or  how  he  held  the  manor  of  Cannock,  or 
that  Wyrley  was  held  of  that  manor.  Then  another 
argument  is,  that  it  is  in  the  same  parish.  But  is  the 
contiguity  of  the  two  manors  of  the  least  importance  ? 
It  is  admitted  it  is  not.  Then  it  is  within  the  same 
leet.  But  the  lord,  who  has  a  leet  granted  to  him,  has 
it  granted  to  extend  over  his  own  and  other  manors  in 
the  neighbourhood.  There  are  well-known  instances  dT 
that ;  for  example,  the  Duke  of  Beaufort's  leets.  His  Grace 
has  a  great  many  manors,  and  he  holds  one  leet  for  several 
manors.  In  the  North  of  England  nothing  is  more  com- 
mon than  to  have  many  mauors  comprised  in  the  same 
leet.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  fact  of  these 
manors  being  in  the  same  leet  or  the  same  parish,  which 
has  the  least  efficiency  to  connect  them  with  each  other. 
I  therefore  think  it  was  not  shewn,  because  the  two  manors 
were  connected  with  the  Earl  of  Uxbridge,  that  the  one 
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held  of  the  other;  and  if  it  were^  I  think  that  would  tiot  Exek.  of  PUas^ 
alone  be  suflScient  evidence  to  justify  the  proof  of  the  cus- 
toms of  the  one  manor  being  received  as  evidence  of  the 
customs  of  the  other.  The  excepted  cases,  when  we  come 
to  look  at  them,  really  stand  upon  a  very  different  footing. 
The  case  of  the  manors  upon  the  border  between  England 
and  Scotland  is  one.  There  prevails  through  those  manors 
a  particular  species  of  tenure,  called  tenant-right.  The 
tenure  respecting  those  tenements  is  altogether  different 
from  the  tenure  respecting  copyholds  :  they  pass  by  lease 
and  release,  they  descend  from  father  to  son,  and  there  are 
peculiar  customs  belonging  to  that  species  of  tenure.  Now 
it  being  admitted  that  in  these  manors  aU  the  tenants  hold 
imder  the  same  right,  if  it  should  happen  that  in  one  par- 
ticular manor  no  example  can  be  adduced  of  what  is  the 
custom  in  any  particular  case,  it  may  be  reasonable  that 
in  order  to  explain  the  nature  of  that  tenure,  which  is  not 
confined  to  one  manor,  but  prevails  in  a  great  number,  you 
may  shew  what  is  the  general  usage  with  respect  to  that  te- 
nure ;  and  that  is  the  whole  extent  to  which  those  cases  go. 
But  there  is  another  connexion  between  manors,  which 
might  possibly  admit  this  species  of  evidence;  and  that 
occurs  in  one  of  the  cases  which  the  learned  Serjeant  cited. 
It  is  well  known  that  in  the  mining  districts  of  Derbyshire 
and  Cornwall,  particular  customs  prevail.  The  custom  in 
question  in  that  case  was  not  with  respect  to  the  minerals, 
but  as  to  the  rights  of  the  miners.  No  question  arose 
with  respect  to  the  right  to  the  minerals  as  between  the 
lord  and  the  tenant ;  it  was  as  to  the  rights  of  the  miners  as 
between  each  other :  but  if  any  question  should  arise  with 
respect  to  the  right  to  the  minerals,  in  the  mining  districts, 
I  do  not  pretend  to  say  you  might  not  give  evidence  of 
what  has  passed  in  one  manor,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing 
what  has  been  the  custom  as  to  the  right  to  the  minerals 
in  another  manor.  So  again,  the  case  of  Rowe  v.  Brenian, 
which  has  been  cited,  stands  upon  a  ground  perfectly 
distinct.    That  was  not  at  all  a  question  of  the  customs 
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fixeh.  of  PUat,  of  the  manor ;  it  was  a  question  of  what  was  the  nature  of 

the  tenure  of  the  assessional  tenants;  whether  they  be« 
longed  to  one  manor  or  the  other^  they  held  under  the 
same  title.  It  was  not  a  manorial  title.  Since  that  case, 
by  modem  acts  of  Parliament^  the  nature  of  that  title  hasj 
I  believe^  been  settled;  but  it  certainly  did  not  originate  in 
their  copyhold  interest ;  it  apparently,  and  I  belieye  really, 
originated  in  leases  granted  for  seven  years,  and  renewable 
every  seven  years,  and  of  one  year  renewable  every  year, 
by  the  assession  courts,  embracing  the  whole  of  what  are 
called  the  assessional  manors.  That  gave  an  opportunity 
to  say  such  was  the  custom,  because  at  such  a  session 
such  leases  were  granted  in  such  a  manor ;  and  thus  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Clueen's  Bench  in  that  case  did 
not  relate  to  the  tenure  or  the  custom  of  the  particular 
manor^  but  to  the  nature  of  the  assessional  tenure  in  all 
the  manors,  as  ascertained  from  what  was  done  in  the  one. 
Suppose  there  had  been  no  manor  at  all,  but  in  truth  the 
land  had  been  held  under  such  assessional  tenure,  without 
being  a  manor ;  it  would  be  evidence  there  in  exactly  the 
same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  a  manor.  This  shews  that 
that  decision  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question  as  to 
admitting  the  customs  of  one  manor  to  prove  the  customs 
of  another. 

We  then  come  to  the  second  point,  which  is  the  more 
material  one  in  this  case^  viz.,  the  admissibility  of  the  deed 
of  1605.  Now,  it  will  be  observed,  the  issue  the  parties 
went  down  to  try  in  this  case  was  not  an  issue  upon  the 
customs  as  to  a  particular  copyhold,  or  the  claim  of  one 
single  copyhold  tenant,  so  that  if  the  custom  as  to  all  the 
Test  were  negatived,  that  tenant  would  be  entitled  to  the 
minerals ;  but  the  custom  which  the  defendant  undertakes 
to  prove  is,  that  every  customary  tenant  of  a  customaiy 
tenement  within  the  manor  is  entitled  to  the  minerals. 
Would  it  not  disprove  that  issue,  to  prove  that  half  the  cus- 
tomary tenants  of  that  manor  had  positively  disclaimed  it? 
that  not  only  they  never  did  claim,  but  that  they  declared 
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they  were  not  entitled  to  it?    Now  a  custom  lies  in  repu-  ^ch,  of  PUat^ 
tation  ;  you  prove  a  usage  as  far  as  you  can  prove  the  fact  - 

from  the  time  to  which  human  memory  goes ;  beyond  that    Marquis  of 
the  question  in  this  case  is  open  to  evidence  of  reputation  :  v. 

and  can  it  be  denied^  that  if  you  shew  that  on  a  particular    hathkatok. 
occasion  half  of  the  tenants  all  stated  what  their  customs 
were^  and  did  not  include  this  custom  of  getting  the  mi* 
nerals,  that  is  evidence  upon  this  issue^  to  shew  what  in 
early  times  the  tenants  admitted  as  the  customs  ?     In  that 
case  of  Rowe  y.Brenion,  there  were  several  instances  adduced 
of  the  tenants  of  the  particular  manors  making  a  claim  and 
a  statement  of  their  customs ;  and  they  were  all  received^ 
on  the  ground  that  claims  made  fifty  or  a  hundred  years 
ago  would  be  evidence  of  what  the  tenant  alleged  to  be 
the  customs.    Therefore^  if  in  this  case  there  had  been 
actually  no  proof  of  any  identity  of  the  tenement  which 
Lord  Hatherton  holds  with  that  which  Sprott  held,  who 
signed  the  deed,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  (though  I  give 
no  positive  opinion  upon  the  subject — it  is  not  necessary) 
that  a  deed  proved  to  be  signed  by  a  great  many  of  the 
customary  tenants  a  hundred  and  fifty  years  ago,  alleging 
what  the  customs  were,  or  what  they  conceived  them  to  be, 
at  that  time,  would  not  be  receivable  in  evidence,  to  negative 
the  claim  that  all  the  customary  tenants  were  entitled  to  the 
minerals.  Suppose,  instead  of  a  deed,  there  had  been  a  pro- 
ceeding at  the  manor  court  by  the  steward,  and  it  was  en- 
tered upon  the  court  rolls  that  the  tenants  were  called  upon 
to  state  what  the  customs  were,  that  the  steward  might  re- 
cord it ;  and  that  the  tenants  had  stated,  and  subscribed  the 
statement,  that  they  claimed  the  wood,  but  did  not  claim  the 
minerals ;  can  it  be  said  this  would  not  be  evidence  upon  an 
issue  of  this  kind — the  issue  not  being  with  respect  to  a  par- 
ticular tenement,  but  whether  a  particular  tenant  had  the 
right  because  the  whole  had  the  right  ?     But  I  do  not  think 
it  is  necessary  to  go  the  length  of  deciding  specifically  that 
question,  because  it  seems  to  me  there  is  abundant  evidence 
•to  shew  that  Lord  Hatherton  holds  one  at  least,  if  not  more, 
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JSjeeh,  of  PUat,  of  the  tenements  held  by  Sprott,  who  signed  that  deed. 

•  ^     We  have,  therefore,  the  case  of  two  parties  to  the  same 

Marquis  of   deed,  because  the  defendant  is  made  a  party  to  it,  claiming 

Anglesey 

V,  under  a  party  who  signed  the  deed — Lord  Anglesey  claim* 

Hatherton.  ^S  under  the  then  lord ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  a 
deed  signed  by  those  under  whom  both  parties  claim, 
touching  the  customs,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.  I 
think  it  is  admissible,  more  especially  when  the  case  is  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  call  for  evidence  of  the  reputation  of 
early  times.  Then  what  is  this  deed  ?  It  is  a  claim  by 
the  different  tenants  who  signed  it,  to  what  they  con- 
ceive to  be  the  immemorial  customs  of  the  manor  gene- 
rally ;  and  it  is  an  admission  by  the  lord  of  those  customs, 
so  far  as  regards  those  tenements  only.  He  is  cautious, 
though  admitting  it  generally,  not  to  admit  it  for  the  rest 
of  the  manor;  but  so  far  as  regards  their  tenements,  the 
daim  they  make  to  certainimmemorial  customs  is  confirmed 
and  ratified.  It  has  been  argued  that  this  was  a  creation 
of  a  new  set  of  customs  by  convention.  I  do  not  think  the 
deed  at  all  justifies  that  interpretation :  it  is  a  claim  of 
ancient  customs  by  the  tenants,  and  a  ratification  and  con- 
firmation of  the  claim  in  the  terms  stated,  by  the  lord.  It 
is  true  he  takes  care  to  prevent  any  prejudice  arising  to 
him  from  any  claim  by  a  tenant  who  is  not  a  party  to  the 
deed ;  but  that  does  not  get  rid  of  the  effect  derivable,  not 
from  the  lord^s  acquiescence,  but  from  the  claim  of  the 
tenants.  As  between  him  and  them,  those  are  con- 
fessedly the  customs  of  the  manor  for  the  future,  and  are 
claimed  and  admitted  to  be  the  customs.  Then  can  any 
argument  be  more  natural,  or  arise  with  more  force  from 
the  reading  of  that  document,  than  the  very  ailment 
used  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  which  is  urged  against 
him  as  a  misdirection?  He  says,  when  they  are  claim- 
ing their  ancient  usages  and  rights,  and  when  they,  in 
order  to  purchase  the  lord^s  ratification  of  them,  have 
given  him  a  sum  of  money,  can  it  be  doubted  that  thej 
would  not  have  omitted  such  a  claim  as  this,  to  the 
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minerals^  at  the  very  time  that  they  claimed  the  trees^  Bxck.  of  PUat^ 
which  could  not  belong  to  them  but  by  custom — ^when    v   ^      ^ 
they  claimed  the  marl  and  gravel  to  be  got  from  the  lord's   Marquis  or 
waste  ?     I  own  it  appears  to  me  to  be  very  strong  evidence,  ». 

much  stronger  even  than  the  learned  Judge  represented  it,  hathwok. 
that  at  that  time  it  did  not  enter  into  their  imagination 
that  any  custom  existed  in  the  manor  that  the  customary 
tenants  should  have  the  minerals;  especially  as  it  was  proved 
that  minerals  were  worked  at  that  period,  and  that  they 
were  of  some  value.  This  is  only  an  observation  to  shew 
that  they  were  less  likely  to  have  omitted  the  notice  of 
them,  and  that  is  the  only  use  the  learned  Judge  made  of 
it.  Surely,  if  a  custom  existed  at  that  time  to  give  them  a 
right  to  the  minerals,  it  was  natural  to  expect  they  would 
not  have  omitted  it  in  an  elaborate  and  minute  statement 
of  the  customs,  and  they  have  not  stated  it.  That  is  the 
observation  of  the  learned  Judge,  an  observation  so  strong 
that  I  do  not  wonder  the  jury  should  have  felt  the  force  of 
it,  as  I  think  I  should  have  felt  upon  the  same  issue,  and 
should  have  determined  that  the  usage,  of  which  evidence 
was  given  for  a  certain  period,  was  not  referable  to  any  right 
founded  upon  a  custom.  On  the'  other  hand,  the  learned 
Judge  makes  an  observation  very  favourable  to  the  de- 
fendant's case ;  he  says,  usage  cannot  deceive  you,  because 
that  is  matter  of  fact,  and  documents  may  be  liable  to  mis- 
^prehension  and  misinterpretation;  and  therefore,  al« 
though  I  have  made  this  observation  upon  the  deed,  it 
is  for  your  judgment  and  consideration:  you  are  the 
persons  to  decide  upon  it.  He  left  the  question  to  the 
jury  as  fairly,  and  I  think  as  tenderly  for  the  defendant, 
aa  any  judge  could  possibly  have  done,  and  there  is  no 
pretence  for  saying  there  was  any  misdirection.  He 
stated  the  effect  of  the  deed  as  to  this  custom :  what 
occasion  was  there  to  go  into  the  question  of  other  cus« 
toms  ?  There  might  be  other  subordinate  and  immaterial 
customs — that  would  not  answer  the  argument.  If  among 
those  easterns  existed  one  to  claim  the  minerals,  was  it  not 
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Marquis  or 

Ahglesbt 

r. 

Lord 

Hatubrtom. 


Bfch,  0/  PUatt  natural  tliat  they  should  claim  it  at  that  period  ?  How  can 
*  one  account  for  such  an  omission?  They  had  a  lord  who 
would  not  even  ratify  the  customs  they  did  claim^  unless 
they  gave  him  a  sum  of  money.  I  do  not  think  it  is  pur- 
chasing his  agreement  to  new  customs^  but  his  acqui- 
escence in  the  ancient  customs.  The  question  is  what  thqr 
claimed  these  to  be^  and  it  cannot  be  denied  they  claimed 
them  as  immemorial  customs ;  and  surely  among  those 
customs  they  would  have  claimed  the  minerals.  I  thinks 
therefore^  that  the  evidence  was  properly  receivable ;  that 
the  eflfect  was  actually  stronger  than  the  learned  Judge  was 
disposed  to  give  to  it ;  and  consequently  that  there  was  no 
misdirection.  Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  the  rule  should 
be  discharged. 


Alderson,  B.^-I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  first  point  is  clearly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff: 
that  no  evidence  of  the  customs  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley 
was  properly  receivable.  Two  things  must  be  made  out, 
in  order  to  entitle  the  party  to  give  such  evidence :  he 
must  shew  that  the  customs  of  Wyrley  are  the  same  as  the 
customs  of  Cannock,  and  he  must  prove  that  Wyrley  was 
derived  from  Cannock.  Now,  neither  of  those  things  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  established  at  all.  There  is  no  evidence 
which  would  at  all  have  satisfied  me  that  Wyrley  was  held 
under  Cannock.  The  only  circumstance  is  the  payment 
to  Lord  Anglesey,  through  his  bailiff,  upon  several  occa- 
sions, of  4^.  It  is  clear  that  the  same  payment  was  made 
in  ancient  times  to  the  Bishop  of  Chester.  Some  con- 
nexion between  Lord  Anglesey  and  the  Bishop  of  Chester 
is  therefore  shewn,  but  it  by  no  means  appears  that  that 
connexion  arises  out  of  the  possession  of  the  manor  of 
Cannock.  It  may  be  that  it  arises  out  of  the  possession  of 
some  other  manor;  and  if  that  connexion  were  shewn,  it 
would  prove  that  Wyrley  was  held  of  another  manor,  and 
not  of  the  manor  of  Cannock.  The  matter  ought  not  to 
be  left  in  ambiguity ;  it  should  be  shewn  by  the  person 
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Anglesey 
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Hathbrtor, 


who  proposes  to  tender  the  evidence  of  the  customs  of  one  ^«*-  ^/  P^o», 

1842 
manor  as  evidence  of  the  customs  of  another^  by  some  rea- 
sonable evidence^  that  the  customs  of  the  one  are  the  same  as 
the  customs  of  the  other.  If,  indeed^  there  be  some  general 
connecting  link  between  them,  as,  for  instance,  if  the  customs 
in  question  be  a  particular  incident  of  the  general  tenure 
which  is  common  to  the  two  manors,  then  you  have  a  right 
to  shew  what  the  custom  of  one  manor  is  as  to  that  tenure, 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  the  custom  of  the  other 
manor  is  as  to  that  tenure:  but  you  must  begin  by  shewing 
that  there  is  a  general  tenure  common  to  them  both.  That 
fact  fails  here ;  and  therefore  the  case  appears  to  me  to 
fSedl  within  the  general  rule,  that  the  customs  of  one  manor 
cannot  be  given  as  evidence  of  the  customs  of  another. 
The  customs  of  manors  are  created  by  immemorial  usage 
on  the  part  of  the  lord  and  the  copyholders.  It  is  perfectly 
true,  as  was  suggested  in  the  argument  by  the  Solicitor* 
General,  that,  inasmuch  as  this  was  a  manor  which  must 
have  been  branched  off,  if  ever  it  belonged  to  Cannock, 
before  the  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores,  and  may  have 
branched  off  long  before  the  time  of  legal  memory,  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  customs  of  the  manor  of 
Wyrley  might  not  have  originated  after  it  parted  from  the 
manor  of  Cannock,  and  yet  be  beyond  legal  memory.  It 
i^pearn  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  learned  Judge  was  quite 
right,  upon  the  evidence  before  him,  in  rejecting  the  evi« 
dence  of  the  customs  of  the  manor  of  Wyrley. 

Then  was  he  right,  which  is  the  main  question  in  the 
cause,  in  receiving  the  evidence  of  the  deed  and  the  decree  ? 
Now  what  is  the  issue  here?  It  is  an  issue  whereby  the 
defendant  undertakes  to  shew  that  the  customs  of  the  manor 
authorize  him  to  take  these  minerals.  He  is  to  establish 
the  custom :  he  is  to  establish  it,  therefore,  by  evidence 
either  of  acts  done  by  the  lord  and  acts  done  by  the  copy- 
holders, or  declarations  made  by  the  lord,  or  acts  which  are 
entirely  consistent  with  the  existence  of  such  a  custom;  and 
anything  which  negatives  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from 
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Bxch.  of  P!eat,  those  acts  must  of  necessity  be  evidence  for  the  lord,  iii 
^     order  to  negative  that  custom.    Now,  if  there  be  an  agree* 

MAmauis  OF    ment,  or  an  acting  by  any  of  the  copyholders  of  the  manor, 
V.  under  circumstances,  which,  if  it  be  true  that  they  so  acted 

Hatbbrtok.  <^^  agreed,  render  it  impossible  to  believe  in  the  existence 
of  the  customs  at  the  time  when  they  so  acted  and  agreed, 
that  acting  and  that  agreement  must  be  evidence  whereby 
the  jury  would  conclude  (if  it  be  proved  to  have  occurred 
after  legal  memory)  that  the  custom  did  not  then  exist,  that 
that  is  not  a  custom  from  time  immemorial,  and  that  the 
subsequent  usage,  on  which  the  defendant  relies,  is  refer- 
able to  usurpation,  and  not  to  right.  It  is  in  that  way 
that  the  learned  Judge  received  and  gave  effect  to  the 
evidence  of  the  decree  and  the  deed.  He  did  not  give  it 
effect  as  proving  what  were  the  customs  of  the  manor,  but 
as  negativing  this  custom,  which  the  defendant  sets  up  as 
being  a  custom  of  the  manor.  He  does  not  receive  it  a$ 
containinff  the  customs  of  the  manor,  but  as  shewing  that 
the  custom  of  the  manor  which  the  defendant  sets  up  does 
not  exist.  That  is  the  only  use  and  only  effect  which  ought 
to  be  given,  and  which  the  learned  Judge,  as  it  seems  to 
me  upon  reading  the  whole  of  his  summing  up,  did  give,  to 
the  deed  and  to  the  decree. 

Then,  if  that  deed  and  decree  were  receivable  in  evi- 
dence, it  was  surely  very  reasonable  for  the  judge  to  say,— 
when  those  acts  were  done,  would  it  not  have  been  stated  by 
the  lord  and  his  tenants,  if  the  custom  now  set  up  had  existed 
at  that  time  ?  He  left  that  question  fully  to  the  jury,  and 
I  cannot  say  that  I  disagree  with  them  in  the  conclusion 
to  which  they  came.  But  further,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
deed  was  receivable  in  evidence,  because  I  think  the  con- 
nexion between  Lord  Hatherton  and  Sprott,  who  signed 
the  deed  for  his  copyhold  lands,  is  fully  made  out  as  to  the 
very  land  in  question,  upon  which  the  coal  and  other  mine- 
rals were  got.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  evidence  was  properly  receivable ;  and  having  read 
the  whole  of  the  summing  up  of  the  Judge  from  the  abort- 
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hand  writer's  notes^  I  must  say,  considering  the  length  and  Bxeh,  o/Pteas, 
complexity  of  the  case,  there  is  not  only  no  misdirection,  '   ^ 

but  that  it  is  a  marvellously  correct  summing  up.  Marquis  of 

•^  o       A  ANOLESElf 

V. 

GuRNBY,  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord,  that  there  HAXHtwoM. 
is  no  ground  whatever  for  the  admission  of  the  evidence 
with  respect  to  the  manor  of  Wyrley,  inasmuch  as  the  de- 
fendant wholly  failed  in  shewing  that  the  chief  rent,  even 
supposing  it  to  be  the  same  which  was  paid  to  the  Bishop 
of  Chester,  was  paid  to  Lord  Anglesey  in  respect  of  the 
manor  of  Cannock ;  and  therefore  there  was  no  ground  laid 
for  the  admission  of  the  evidence.  Then  with  respect  to 
the  deed,  the  identity  of  the  lands  which  were  held  by 
Sprott  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly  made  out,  and  I  think  it 
is  dear  that  the  deed  was  admissible.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  notice  the  observations  made  by  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendant,  about  the  overwhelming  mass  of  evidence 
which  was  given  of  the  usage.  I  only  wish  to  be  under- 
stood as  not  assenting  to  its  being  an  overwhelming  mass 
of  evidence ;  I  think  the  evidence  of  the  usage  is  open  to 
very  strong  observations,  and  that  it  by  no  means  deserves 
the  character  he  has  given  it. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  entirely  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  Court 
upon  both  points.  With  respect  to  the  admission  or  non* 
admission  of  the  evidence  of  the  customs  of  the  manor 
of  Wyrley,  the  ground  upon  which  I  understood  its  ad-» 
missibility  to  be  rested  by  Sir  Thomas  WUde,  was  this : 
he  does  not  contend  generally  that  the  customs  of  an 
adjoining  manor  can  be  given  in  evidence  to  prove  the 
customs  of  the  particular  manor  in  question,  but  he  says 
the  manor  of  Wyrley  stands  upon  a  distinct  footing  from 
a  mere  adjoining  manor,  for  this  reason ;  I  undertake  to 
prove,  he  says,  that  it  is  a  sub-in  feudation  of  the  manor  in 
question ;  that  it  is  a  grant  of  the  Crown,  held  of  the 
manor  of  Cannock.  Having  proved  that,  then  he  says  it  is 
competent  to  him  to  shew  what  are  the  customs  of  the  sub- 
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Sxeh.  Iff  PUat,  infeudation,  because  there  cau  be  no  custoins  in  that 
"      _      ^    manor,  which  has  arisen  from  the  sub-infeudation,  that  did 
MAmauis  of   not  exist  in  the  original  manor.    Now  I  concur  in  think- 
9.  ing  he  has  failed  in  shewing,  at  least  with  that  distinct- 

HATB»Toir  "^®  ^^^  which  in  a  question  of  this  sort  it  ought  to  be 
shewn^  that  this  is  a  sub-infeudation  of  the  manor  of  Can- 
nock. The  most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  he  has  given 
evidence  which  is  perfectly  consistent  with  it^  and  may 
render  it  not  improbable  that  such  may  have  been  the 
fact.  But  he  has  wholly  failed  in  proving  the  other  step  of 
the  proposition.  It  it  is  impossible  to  say  there  might 
not  be  a  custom  existing  in  the  sub-infeudation,  different 
from  those  existing  in  the  original  manor,  for  the  reasons 
stated  by  my  brother  Alderson ;  because  it  must  be  shewn 
that  the  sub-infeudation  took  place  after  the  time  when 
the  customs  could  lawfully  have  originated.  There  in  an 
entire  failure  in  that  respect,  and  therefore  upon  that  gronnd 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  evidence  was  properly  rejected.  I 
will  just  refer  to  one  point  upon  this  subject,  which  was 
dwelt  upon  by  my  brother  I^/cm^ — I  allude  to  the  casewhidi 
he  relied  upon,  of  Champian  v.  Atkinson ;  he  says  it  was  de- 
cided there  that  in  questions  of  this  nature  evidence  of  the 
customs  of  other  manors  was  receivable.  I  have  looked  at 
that  case,  jmhSl  it  appears  to  me  to  be  wholly  different,  and 
not  to  come  at  all  within  the  same  principle  as  this.  That 
was  the  case  of  a  manor  in  Cumberland,  and  there  being  in 
<hat  manor  a  custom  to  pay  a  fine  on  the  death  of  the 
tenant,  the  question  was,  whether  in  such  a  case  a  grassnm 
fine,  as  it  is  called,  was  payable  when  the  lord  succeeding 
was  an  infant ;  and  upon  that  question,  evidence  was  ad< 
mitted  to  shew  what  was  the  custom  of  other  manors 
where  the  grassum  fine  prevailed.  That  is  not  an  analo- 
gous case  to  the  present.  Prove  in  a  particular  manor  that 
borough  English  prevails,  and  then  you  may  see  what  the 
peculiarities  of  borough  English  are  from  other  manors: 
prove  that  gavelkind  prevails,  and  you  may  see  what  are  the 
customs  of  gavelkind  in  other  manors.    That  appears  to  be 
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the  principle  on  which  the  judgment  in  that  case  proceeds ;  Exck.  ^  puat, 
it  is  in  very  few  words^  but  it  points  out  the  extent  to  '  ^ 

which  the  Court  meant  to  go : — "  Evidence  for  the  defend*    Marquis  or 

Amolbsby 

ant  was^  that  other  manors  adjoining  had  the  same  custom^  ». 

not  to  pay  till  age ;  which^  per  curiam,  is  good,  and  was  HATHBiiToir* 
allowed  of  copyholds  entailed  in  the  manors  of  Thisleworth 
and  Hammersmith,  in  Middlesex/'  That  I  take  to  mean 
only  thisy  that  when  it  was  proved  there  was  a  custom  to 
entail,  then  the  Court  looked  to  another  manor,  where 
the  same  custom  of  entail  existed,  to  see  what  were  the 
incidents  of  such  tenure.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that 
that  case  in  no  respect  established  any  such  general  pro- 
position as  has  been  attributed  to  it. 

Then  the  other  question  is  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
deed.  I  concur  entirely  in  the  other  observations  which 
have  been  made,  but  the  clear  ground  upon  which  I  think 
it  Ib  admissible  is,  that  it  is  distinctly  shewn  that  Lord 
Hatherton  claims  in  privity  of  estate  under  Sprott.  There 
is  not  the  slightest  doubt  he  claims  an  estate  which  he 
derives  from  Sprott,  who  was  a  party  to  the  deed.  But 
then  it  is  ingeniously  suggested,  that  on  spelling  out  this 
deed,  it  is  not  stated  that  the  different  copyholders  who 
signed  it,  signed  it  in  respect  of  all  their  copyhold  tene- 
ments. Now  in  the  first  place,  I  should  say  there  is  no- 
thing to  be  picked  out  of  the  deed  either  way,  but  the 
probability  of  the  case  is  that  they  did.  The  improbability 
that  the  parties  would  not  include  the  whole  is  so  great,  - 
that  I  should  have  inferred  that  was  the  case ;  but  I  see 
circnmstances  in  the  deed  which  shew  me  by  necessary  in- 
ference that  the  whole  is  included.  See  what  the  customs 
are.  One  of  them  is,  '^  K  any  copyholder  die,  the  heir 
being  within  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  then  the  next  of 
kin  to  whom  the  inheritance  may  not  descend,  shall  have  the 
custody  both  of  the  body  and  lands  of  the  same  heir.''  Now 
the  lands  might  be  divisible,  but  if  this  custom  does  not  ex- 
tend to  all  the  copyholders,  what  is  to  be  the  case  as  to  the 

VOL.  X.  n  M.  w. 
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Marquis  of 

AMOLEflSr 
V. 

LomD 
Hathirtok. 


Etrh,  ef  Pleat,  body  of  the  hcir?   the  body  must  be  one.    It  must  be, 

therefore^  that  the  party  who  signed  this  must  have  meant 
all  his  lands  to  be  included,  otherwise  there  would  be  one 
party  to  have  the  custody  of  the  body^  and  by  the  custom 
some  other  person  should  have  had  the  body  in  respect  of 
the  estate.  There  are  other  customs  inconsistent  with  the 
notion  of  its  not  applying  to  all  the  lands.  The  single  heriot 
on  the  deaths — how  is  that  to  be  apportioned,  if  there  were 
a  variety  of  estates  to  which  this  deed  did  not  apply? 

It  seems  to  me  therefore  distinctly  deducible  from  this 
deed,  that  Lord  Hatherton's  privy  in  estate  was  a  party  to 
the  deed,  and  he  states,  as  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  that 
from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con* 
trary,  such  and  such  were  the  customs,  and  there  is  no 
mention  amongst  them  of  minerals.  Upon  such  an  occa- 
sion, is  it  not  to  the  last  degree  improbable  that  such  a 
custom,  if  it  existed,  should  not  be  pointed  out  ?  It  seems 
to  me  that  it  is,  and  that  no  more  than  the  proper  effect 
of  the  deed  was  given  to  it  by  the  learned  Judge ;  and  that 
therefore  there  is  no  ground  to  complain,  either  of  the  ad^ 
mission  of  the  evidence,  or  of  the  mode  in  which  it  was  left 
to  the  jury. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exch.  of  Pleatf 
1842. 

Walker  v.  Hatton.  ^^^T^^'^ 

June  7. 

v^OVENANT.    The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  in-  A  messuage  and 
denture  dated  the  10th  day  of  May,  1828,  J.  T.  Coward,  51^10^ 
C.  T.  Coward,  S.  Henley,  and  F.  T.  his  wife,  demised  to  the  fj^^'bearfng 
plaintiff  a  certain  messuage  and  premises,  with  the  appur-  ^^^e  the  loth 

jt       .•      A  »  «»iA«.t     of  May  1828, 

tenances,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  25th  for  the  term  of 
dayofMarch  then  last,  at  a  yearly  rent;  and  that  the  plaintiff  yearsfrom^ihe 
thereby  covenanted  with  the  lessors,  that  he  the  plaintiff,  "^^^  °^  *J*"^ 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  and  would,  which  lease 

-,.  ji^i-  .  "II  .  ,1  contained  cove- 

at  nis  and  theur  own  costs  and  charges,  once  in  every  three  nanu  to  paint 
years  of  the  term  thereby  granted,  well  and  sufficiently  |J*  p"em1wf 
paint  all  the  outside  wood  and  iron  work  of  the  said  mes-  o"<^«  i"  ®^«7 

•  .      .  .  three  years,  and 

snage  and  premises  twice  in  good  oil  colour;  and  also  once  in  the  inside  once 
every  seven  years  of  the  said  term  thereby  granted  well  y"aro*7nd7o "^ 
and  sufficiently  paint  all  the  inside  of  the  said  messuage  "P"'  and  keep 

\        ,  *^     in  repair  the 

and  premises  twice  in  good  oil  colour ;  and  also  should  premises,  and 

J  -,«  .,  .  -  II.  i««       also  to  do  any 

and  would,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  during  the  repairs  which 
said  term  thereby  granted,  well  and  sufficiently  repair,  SieVcmises  by 
uphold,  support,  maintain,  pave,  cleanse,  empty,  amend,  *!j®\*?*?''f 
and  keep  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  with  the  appur-  wanting,  of 

which  notice 
should  be  given. 

By  a  lease  dated  the  15th  of  June  1830,  the  plaintiff  demised  the  premises  to  the  defendant 
for  the  residue  of  the  term,  wanting  ten  days,  containing  covenants,  with  the  exception  of  s 
•dpaUtion  as  to  painting  the  outside  wood-work,  in  precisely  the  same  terms  as  those  contained 
in  the  original  lease.  The  original  lessors  having  brought  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for 
breaches  of  the  covenant  to  repair,  he  applied  to  the  defendant  to  perform  the  repairs,  and  for 
instructions  as  to  the  course  he  should  pursue  with  respect  to  the  defence  of  the  action.  The 
defendant  denied  that  any  notice  to  repair  had  been  given,  and  insisted  that  the  premises  did 
not  require  it;  the  plaintiff  thereupon  offered  to  suffer  judgment  by  default,  which  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  assent  to.  The  plaintiff  then  gave  the  defendant  notice,  that  as  he  had 
denied  that  any  notice  to  repair  had  been  serred,  and  insisted  that  the  premises  were  not  out  of 
repair,  he  should  traverse  the  breaches  of  covenant  assigned,  and  try  the  question,  holding  the 
defendant  responsible  for  the  costs.  This  he  accordingly  did,  and  the  result  was,  that  the  ori- 
ginal lessors  recovered  £68  damages,  and  58/.  12«.  for  costs,  and  he  himself  incurred  costs 
amounting  to  53/.  14«.  4d!. 

JXv/tf,  chat  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  costs  of  defending 
the  action,  as  they  were  not  necessarily  occasioned  by  the  defendant's  breach  of  the  covenant  to 
repair. 

Htldt  also,  that  although  the  covenants  contained  in  the  sub-lease  were  (with  the  exception  of 
that  relating  to  painting)  the  same  in  words  as  those  contained  in  the  original  lea»e,  they  were, 
in  effect,  substantially  different,  the  periods  at  which  the  leases  were  granted  being  different. 

StmhU^  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  paid  the  amount  of  the  dilapidations  into  Court, 
instead  of  defending  the  action. 

82 


250  CASES   IN    THX    BXCHEQUXB^ 

Bxeh.  of  PUaa,  tenances^  in,  by,  and  with  all  and  all  manner  of  needful 

and  necessary  reparations,  cleansings,  and  amendments 
whatsoever  (casualties  by  fire  always  excepted),  when, 
where,  and  as  often  as  need  or  occasion  should  be  or 
require;  and  the  said  messuage  and  premises,  being  so 
well  and  sufficiently  repaired,  supported,  maintained,  sus- 
tained, painted,  paved,  cleansed,  repaired,  amended,  and 
kept  as  aforesaid,  should  and  would,  at  the  end  and  expira- 
tion of  the  term  thereby  granted,  or  other  sooner  deter- 
mination thereof,  peaceably  and  quietly  leave,  surrender, 
and  yield  up  unto  the  said  J.  T.  Coward,  C.  T.  Cowardi 
S.  Henley,  and  F.  T.  his  wife,  their  heirs,  executors,  admini* 
strators,  or  assigns,  together  with  all  erections  and  improve- 
ments made  and  added  or  to  be  made  and  added  thereon 
or  therein,  and  all  and  singular  other  the  fixtures  and  things 
mentioned  and  comprised  in  the  schedule  or  inventory 
thereof  thereunder  written,  in  good  plight  and  condition 
(reasonable  use  and  wear  thereof,  and  casualties  happening 
by  fire,  to  such  fixtures  in  the  meantime  only  excepted) ; 
and  further,  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for 
the  said  J.  T.  Coward,  C.  T.  Coward,  S.  Henley,  and  F.T. 
his  wife,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
either  alone  or  with  workmen,  at  all  reasonable  times  in 
the  daytime,  during  the  said  term,  to  enter  upon  any  part 
of  the  said  demised  premises,  to  view,  search,  and  see  the 
state  and  condition  thereof,  and  upon  any  such  view  that 
he  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assignSi 
should  and  would,  upon  notice  thereof  being  left  at  the 
said  demised  premises,  within  three  calendar  months  next 
after  any  such  notice,  well  and  sufficiently  repair,  amend, 
and  make  good  all  and  every  the  wants  of  reparatimii 
whereof  any  such  notice  should  be  given  or  left  as  aforo- 
said  (damage  happening  by  fire  excepted  as  aforesaid). — 
After  making  profert  of  this  indenture,  the  declaration 
proceeded  to  state,  that  by  another  indenture,  made  be- 
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twcen  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant^  on  the  15th  day  of  Bxeh.qfPUa*, 
June,  1830,  the  plaintiff  demised  the  same  premises  to     ^   ^^'  ^ 
the  defendant,  for  the  term  of  nineteen  years,  wanting  ten      Walk«r 
days,  from  the  25th  of  March  then  last,  at  a  yearly  rent,       Hatton. 
and  the  defendant  thereby  entered  into  covenants  with  the 
plaintiff,  which  were  set  out,  corresponding  precisely  in  terms 
with  those  contained  in  the  original  lease,  save  that  the  out- 
side painting  was  thereby  stipulated  to  be  done  every  three, 
instead  of  every  seven  years,  and  leave  was  reserved  to  "the 
original  lessors,''  as  well  as  to  the  plaintiff,  to  enter  and 
view  the  repairs,  and  give  notice.    The  breaches  assigned 
were,  that  the  defendant  did  not  paint,  that  he  did  not 
repair,  and  that,  although  the  original  lessors  entered  upon 
the  premises  to  view  the  state  of  repair,  and,  finding  it  defec- 
tive, gave  three  months'  notice  of  the  defects,  the  defendant 
omitted,  within  that  period,  to  repair :  by  reason  of  which 
said  breaches  of  covenant,  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  4th 
December,  1842,  was  called  upon,  and  forced  and  obliged 
to  pay,  and  did  then  pay  to  the  original  lessors,  the  sum  of 
68/.  for  their  damages,  and  58/.  12s.  for  their  costs,  by 
ihem  recovered  in  an  action  of  covenant,  which  they 
brought  against  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  certain  breaches 
of  the  covenants  entered  into  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  origi- 
nal lessors  in  the  said  indenture  firstly  mentioned :  and 
that  the  said  covenants  in  the  said  indenture  firstly  men- 
tioned, and  the  said  covenants  in  the  said  indenture  lastly 
mentioned,  have  a  like  force  and  effect,  meaning  and 
purport,  and  are  in  fact  the  same,  and  that  the  breaches  of 
covenant,  for  and  on  account  of  which  the  original  lessors 
recovered  their  damages  and  costs,  were  the  same  and  not 
other  than  the  breaches  committed  by  the  defendant ;  and 
the  plaintiff  was  called  upon,  and  forced  and  obliged  to 
play,  and  did  pay  53/.  149.  isd.  for  his  costs,  by  him  incurred 
in  and  about  his  defence  to  the  said  action.   The  defendant 
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BjFeh,ofPien,  paid  Is.  into  courts  and  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
^     ^  '   '    sustaiued  damage  to  any  greater  amount^  npon  which  issue 
Walkbr      ^as  joined. 

Hattok. 

At  the  trial  before  Qumey^  B.^  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
in  last  Easter  Terrn^  it  was  proved  that  the  original  lessors, 
in  April  1841,  having  surveyed  the  premises  in  question,  left 
upon  them  a  notice  to  repair  the  dilapidations  mentioned 
in  it,  more  than  three  months  before  they  commenced  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff.  The  amounV  of  those  dila- 
pidations was  estimated  by  the  lessors  at  about  iE200;  and 
upon  an  action  being  commenced  against  the  plaintiff,  he 
had  the  premises  surveyed,  and,  finding  them'defectiTe^ 
applied  to  the  defendant  to  perform  the  repairs,'  and  for 
instructions  as  to  the  course  he  should  pursue  with  respect 
to  the  defence  of  the  action.  The  defendant'  then  denied 
that  any  notice  to  repair  had  been  served,  and  refused  to 
make  any  arrangement,  and  even  refused  permission  to  the 
plaintiff  to  enter  and  execute  the  repairs  himself;  insisting 
that  the  premises  did  not  require  them.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  offered  to  the  defendant  to  suffer  judgment  by 
default,  but  to  this  step  he  would  not  assent;  and  at  last 
the  plaintiff  served  the  defendant  with  a  notice,  that,  as 
he  denied  that  any  notice  to  repair  had  been  served 
by  the  original  lessors,  and  insisted  that  the  premises 
were  not  out  of  repair,  he,  the  plaintiff,  should  traverse 
the  breaches  of  covenant  assigned  by  the  original  lessors, 
and  try  the  question,  holding  the  defendant  responsi- 
ble for  the  costs  he  might  incur  by  doing  so.  This 
course  he  ultimately  adopted,  pleading  a  plea  of  wm  ul 
factum.  On  the  trial  of  that  action,  the  result  was  that 
the  original  lessors  recovered  JE68  damages,  and  58/.  12#. 
for  costs,  and  the  plaintiff  incurred  costs  to  the  amount 
of  53/.  14^.  Ad.  Upon  the  plaintiff  claiming  to  be  allowed 
the  amount  of  these  costs  as  damages  in  the  present  action. 
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the  defendant  objected  that  they  were  not  the  natural  con-  Bxeh.^fPha*^ 
aequences  of  his  breaches  of  covenant^  and  therefore  he  was 
not  responsible  for  them.  The  learned  Baron,  however, 
overruled  the  objection,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  reduce  the  damages  to  j£68,  and  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered a  verdict  for  180/.  6^.  4d. 

Gumdiig  having  obtained  a  rule  to  reduce  the  damages 
accordingly, 

Knowles  and  Martin  shewed  cause. — ^The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  retain  the  verdict  for  the  full  amount.  He  must 
either  have  paid  the  sum  demanded,  or  defended  the  action. 
He  does  the  latter,  hj  which  he  puts  the  parties  to  prove 
their  case,  and  the  lessors  having  recovered  this  amount 
of  damages  and  costs  from  him,  he  is  entitled  to  have 
them  repaid  him  by  the  defendant.  In  Nealey.  WyUie{a)^ 
where  the  tenant,  under  a  lease  containing  a  covenant  to 
repair,  underlet  the  premises  to  one  who  entered  into  a 
similar  covenant,  and  the  original  lessor  brought  an  action 
dn  this  covenant  in  the  first  lease,  and  recovered,  it  was 
held  that  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  in  that  action, 
and  also  the  costs  of  defending  it,  might  be  recovered  as 
special  damages  in  an  action  against  the  undertenant  for 
the  breach  of  his  covenant  to  repair.  That  case  is  identical 
with  the  present.  It  was  determined  upon  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  damages  and 
coats  which  he  had  been  compelled  to  pay  in  consequence  of 
the  defendant's  breach  of  covenant.  It  may  be  said  that 
the  case  of  Penley  v.  Watts  {b)  has  somewhat  impaired 
tliat  decision  ;  but  the  Court  expressly  distinguish  it 
from  Neale  v.  JVyllie  ;  and  Parke,  B.,  there  says,  "  If  the 
circumstances  had  been  exactly  the  same  as  they  were 
in  that  case,  we  should  have  considered  ourselves  bound 
by  it,  although  we  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  Court  on 

(a)  3  B.  &  Cr.  533;  5  D.& R.  442.    (6)  7  M.  &  W.  601. 
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Bxek.  rf  PUat,  that  occasion  bad  not  exactly  considered  the  relation  of  the 

parties^  and  the  circumstance  that  the  covenants  were  not 
in  terms  the  same/'  In  Penky  v.  Watts  the  corenants 
were  substantialbf  different ;  here  the  covenants  are  in  effect 
the  same :  and  therefore  that  case  is  no  authority  in  the 
present.  The  cases  on  breaches  of  warrantj  are  applicable 
to  this  case ;  because  there  the  question  is^  what  damages 
are  the  reasonable  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  con* 
tract  of  warranty.  In  Lewis  v.  Peake  {a),  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered the  costs  of  an  action  brought  against  him,  in  con* 
sequence  of  his  having  warranted  a  horse  sold  to  him  by 
the  defendant  with  a  warranty.  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  there  says, 
''  The  plaintiff  was  induced  by  the  warranty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  warrant  the  horse  to  a  purchaser ;  he  gave  notice 
to  the  defendant  of  the  action,  and  receiving  no  directions 
from  the  defendant  to  give  up  the  cause,  he  proceeded  to 
defend,  and  was  cast.  Those  costs  and  damages  are  there- 
fore a  part  of  the  damages  which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  false  warranty  found  against  the  de- 
fendant.'' That  language  exactly  applies  to  this  case* 
[Parke,  B. — If  you  look  at  the  opinions  expressed  by  the 
Court  in  Penley  v.  Watts,  you  will  find  that  that  decision  is 
very  applicable  to  this  case.]  The  covenants  there  were 
not  alike,  nor  could  the  damages  be  so ;  here  they  are  the 
same.  These  are  damages  and  costs  which  the  plaintiff 
was  compelled  to  pay  through  the  defendant's  neglect  to 
repair.  In  actions  for  breach  of  warranty,  the  plaintiff  re- 
covers not  only  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
horse  and  the  price  given,  but  also  the  incidental  expenses 
and  the  keep  of  the  horse.  In  Borrodaile  v.  Brunion  (&), 
which  was  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  of  a  chain 
cable,  whereby  the  cable  broke  and  an  anchor  attached  to 
it  was  lost,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  might,  in  addition 
to  the  value  of  the  cable,  recover  the  value  of  the  lost  an- 

(o)  7  Taunt.  153 ;  2  Manh.  431.        {b)  8  Taunt.  535. 
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chor  to  which  the  insufficient  cable  was  attached.    There-  ^««*«  rf  Pi^h 
fore  it  is  clear  that  the  damages  may  go  beyond  the  ^  *  * 

strict  line  contended  for  on  the  other  side.  [Parker  B.  Walker 
— ^In  Lewis  t.  Peake,  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  at  Hattom. 
the  time  he  sold  the  horse  that  the  warranty  was  not 
complied  with,  and  that  was  the  ground  on  which  the 
case  was  decided.  But  in  Wrightup  y.  Chamberlain  [a), 
where  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  a  horse  of  the  defendant 
with  a  warranty  of  soundness^  and  he  sold  it  with  a  like 
warranty  to  J.  S.^  and  the  horse  turning  out  to  be  unsound^ 
J.  S.  brought  an  action  against  him,  which  he  defended, 
and  failed;  the  jury  having  found  that  the  plaintiff  might, 
by  a  reasonable  examination  of  the  horse,  have  discovered 
that  it  was  unsound  at  the  time  he  sold  it  to  J.  S.,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  as  special  damages 
the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  defending  the  former  action.] 
That  was  put  entirely  upon  its  being  an  improvident  de- 
fence, and  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  found  out  the  un- 
soundness by  a  reasonable  examination.  But  here  the 
plaintiff  was  misled  by  the  defendant's  false  statement  that 
he  had  not  received  notice,  and  also  by  his  assertion  that 
the  premises  did  not  require  repairs,  and  he  was  not  liable. 
The  defence  likewise  was  not  improvident,  as  it  was  impos- 
sible for  the  plaintiff  to  ascertain  what  was  the  amount  that 
ought  fairly  to  be  required,  and  it  being  a  claim  for  unli- 
quidated damages,  he  could  make  no  tender,  even  if  he  had 
known  the  exact  sum.  The  only  method  by  which  he  could 
ascertain  what  he  really  ought  to  pay,  was  by  bringing  the 
matter  before  a  jury  to  determine  it. 

Kelly  and  Gunning,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  case  of 
Neale  v.  WyUie  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  in  seve- 
ral respects.  The  covenants  are  not  set  out  there,  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  knew  he  had  no  defence 

(a)  7  Scott,  598. 


356  CA8E8   IN   THE    EXCHBQUBBj 

Bteh.  (/  PUmit  to  the  action.  In  the  present  case^  the  plaintiff  well  kneir 
}z^^  that  he  had  no  defence^  and  it  was  his  duty  therefore  to 
have  suffered  judgment  by  default.  He  had  no  right  to  go 
on^  if  he  had  no  defence^  when  a  third  party  was  to  be 
ultimately  made  chargeable;  and  here  it  is  clear  he  was 
aware  he  had  no  valid  defence.  Even  if  there  had  been  a 
covenant  of  indemnity,  he  would  not  have  been  justified  in 
pleading  a  plea  which  he  knew  to  be  fiEdse,  and  incurring 
reckless  and  unnecessary  expense.  At  the  time  when 
Neak  v.  fVyUie  was  decided,  there  were  no  means  of  paying 
money  into  Court,  and  a  party  was,  therefore,  obliged  to 
suffer  judgment  by  default,  which  the  plaintiff  in  that 
case  had  accordingly  done.  The  allegation  in  the  breach 
ought  always  to  be  borne  in  mind,  and  that  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  the  costs  and 
damages  incurred ;  that  is  not  satisfied,  unless  it  be  shewn 
that  the  plaintiff  was  forced  and  obliged  to  defend  the 
action,  and  unless  he  shews  that,  he  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. He  ought  to  have  paid  money  into  Court,  and 
then  might  have  been  entitled  to  costs  up  to  the  time  of 
doing  so.  As  was  said  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Penky  t.  Waits, 
**  It  was  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  paid  the  monqr 
into  Court,  and  so  not  to  have  incurred  the  subsequent 
costs.''  The  notice  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
clearly  shews  he  was  aware  he  had  no  defence.  Wrightup 
V.  Chamberlain  establishes  the  general  rule,  that  it  is 
only  in  cases  where  the  party  believes  he  has  a  good  de- 
fence, and  that  belief  has  been  induced  by  the  defendant, 
without  negligence  on  the  plaintiff's  part,  that  he  can 
recover  the  costs  of  defending  the  action.  Here,  moreover, 
the  covenants  are  substantially  different,  and  the  observa- 
tions of  Parke,  B.,  in  Penley  v.  Watts,  upon  the  points  €t 
difference,  are  applicable.  \_Parke,  B. — The  covenant  to  re- 
pair being  general  in  both  the  original  and  the  underlease 
they  would  be  different  in  effect;  because  the  defendant, 
being  a  sub-lessee,  is  only  bound  to  put  the  premises  in 


TRINITY   TERMj  5  VICT.  257 

the  same  condition  as  he  found  them  at  the  time  of  the  Bjich.ofPUat, 
lease  to  him.  Suppose  this  were  a  lease  of  a  new  house  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
for  one  hundred  years^  and  there  were  a  general  covenant  to  Walker 
repair,  and  at  the  end  of  fifty  years  a  person  were  to  take  hatton. 
an  nnderlease,  with  a  covenant  in  the  same  wordsj  the  lat- 
ter covenant  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  state  of 
the  premises  at  the  time.]  That  was  so  decided  in  Stanley 
¥•  Towgood  (a),  Mantz  v.  Goring  {b)^  and  Gutteri^e  v. 
Afunyard  (c).  Here  there  was  an  interval  of  more  than  two 
years  between  the  two  leases,  and  the  covenants  may 
therefore  apply  to  a  very  different  state  of  things ;  the  one 
would  refer  to  the  state  of  repair  in  1828,  and  the  other 
to  that  in  1880^  which  might  be  widely  different;  so  that 
what  would  be  a  breach  of  covenant  in  the  one  case,  might 
be  consistent  with  performance  in  the  other.  They  are, 
therefore,  essentially  different.  The  covenant  to  paint  too 
varies  in  its  terms.  The  plaintiff  is  in  fact  attempting  to 
convert  the  covenant  to  repair  into  a  covenant  to  indem- 
nify, which  is  a  totally  different  thing;  and  it  would  be 
great  hardship  to  impose  on  the  defendant  a  liability 
arising  from  the  stipulations  of  the  original  lease,  with  the 
terms  of  which  it  is  not  shewn  that  he  was  ever  ac- 
quainted. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — I  have  come  to  the  conclusion, 
with  great  reluctance,  that  this  rule  must  be  made  abso- 
lute. I  do  not  think  that  the  covenant  entered  into  by 
the  defendant  extended  to  the  payment  of  the  whole  of 
these  damages,  but  only  of  that  portion  of  them  which 
was  necessarily  incurred  by  the  plaintiff.  Now  the  real 
damage  he  sustained  was  the  sum  of  £68,  being  the 
amount  recovered  by  the  plaint'^ff  in  the  former  action. 
The  costs  were  certainly  incurred  by  the  present  plaintiff 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  4  ;   3  Scott,      Scott,  277,  nom.  Young  v.  Mantz. 
313.  (c)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  334. 

(h)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  451 ;  S.C.6 
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£geh.  of  PUoM,  in  his  own  wrong,  for  he  conld  have  pnt  an  end  to  fhe 
^  ^  '  ^  controversy  between  him  and  his  lessor  by  the  payment 
Walkek  of  that  sum  in  the  first  instance,  or  he  might  have  subae- 
Hattoh.  qnently  paid  it  into  Court.  K  we  held  that  any  more 
damages  were  recoverable,  there  would  be  no  limit ;  the 
only  safe  rule  is,  to  confine  the  verdict  to  those  which  were 
the  necessary  result  of  the  act  complained  of,  viz.  the  want 
of  repair;  and  I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  contended,  that  the 
costs  of  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  the  former 
action  were  the  natural  or  necessary  consequence  of  that 
act.  I  think  the  case  of  Neale  v.  WyUie  is  not  law,  and 
that  it  was  decided  on  a  mistaken  principle ;  and  I  think  it 
is  better  that  I  should  at  once  express  that  opinion,  than 
attempt  to  make  a  distinction  between  that  case  and  the 
present,  since  making  distinctions  which  have  no  aolid 
foundation  only  tends  to  keep  up  litigation.  I  concur  in 
the  decision  of  this  Court  in  Penky  v.  fFaits,  which 
governs  the  present  case. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron. 
This  case  is  on  all  fours  with  that  of  Penley  v.  Watts,  which 
certainly  makes  it  extremely  difficult  to  support  the  judg- 
ment in  Neale  v.  Hyllie.  Although  the  covenants  con- 
tained in  the  sub-lease  are,  with  the  exception  of  that  re- 
lating to  painting,  the  samein  language  with  those  contained 
in  the  original  lease,  yet  they  are  different  in  substance ; 
the  periods  at  which  the  leases  were  granted  being  differ- 
ent. It  is  now  perfectly  well  settled,  that  a  general  cove- 
nant to  repair  must  be  construed  to  have  reference  to  the 
condition  of  the  premises  at  the  time  when  the  covenant 
begins  to  operate ;  and  as  the  one  lease  was  granted  in 
1828,  and  the  other  in  1830,  allowing  an  interval  of  two 
years,  it  is  clear  that  the  covenants  would  not  have  the 
same  effect,  but  would  vary  substantially  in  their  opera- 
tion. With  this  explanation,  there  is  no  distinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  Penley  v.  JVaits.    Then  these  costs 
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were  unnecessarily  incurred:  if  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  Exek.  qfPha$, 
amount  of  the  dilapidations  into  Court,  they  would  have  *  ^ 

been  spared.  Walkbr 

V. 


GuRNEY,  B. — I  entirely  concur  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.  The  plaintiff  may  have  been  extremely  ill-used; 
but  I  think  he  has  no  remedy. 

BoLVE,  B. — I  think  it  would  be  very  wrong  for  the 
Court  to  strain  the  meaning  of  covenants  to  that  which  may 
be  thought  reasonable,  where  the  parties  will  not  take  the 
trouble  to  firame  them  in  language  by  which  their  mean- 
ing can  clearly  be  ascertained.  We  should  be  driven  to 
great  embarrassment,  if  we  sought  to  supply  what  we  con- 
sidered as  reasonably  coming  within  the  intention  of  the 
iRiigORge  used  by  them« 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^I  wish  to  add,  that  I  am  by  no 
means  dear  that,  even  if  this  had  been  a  covenant  to  in- 
demnify, these  costs  would  have  been  recoverable,  as  that 
would  only  extend  to  costs  necessarily  incurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hatton. 
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Rreh.  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

June  10.  Harris  v.  Morrice. 

The  sut  8  &  4  UeBT  by  the  plaintiff^  as  a  trustee  appointed  under  a 
merely  a  de-  IocbI  act  of  the  5  Geo.  4,  "  for  repairing  the  turnpike  road 
andd^Inrt'  from  Duuchurch  to  Stonebridge,  in  the  county  of  War- 
create  any  new  wick/'  (a)  agaiust  the  defendant,  as  lessee  of  the  tolls,  under 

exemption  from 

toiL  an  agreement  dated  20th  May,  1841,  for  one  year  from 

of  debt"by  thT  ^^^^  ^^^^  f  ^^^^  counts  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  toll- 
tllJ^ikf r^  6^*®*'  ^^^**'  ^'  ^^  defendant  pleaded  (inter  alia),  to  the 
against  a  lewee  first  count  of  the  declaration,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 

of  toUt,  the  da« 

fendaiit  plead-  lug  of  the  said  agreement,  part  of  the  tolls  in  that  count 
tiife  time  oV^he  ^lentioned  were  certain  tolls  for  and  in  respect  of  all  asses, 
demise  to  him,   sheep,  swinc.  Or  Other  beasts  or  cattle,  other  than  horses, 

and  before  any  .  i  -■ 

rent  became  and  also  of  any  waggon,  cart,  or  other  vehicle,  other  than 

arivict'c^ss,  carriages,  which  might  cross  the  said  turnpike-road  upon 

^w  iTtook  which  the  said  gates  were  erected,  or  pass  for  the  space  or 

away  ceruinof  distance  of  100  yards  or  less  along  the  said  road;  and  that, 

therefore  the  R^er  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  before  any 

l^eMbad on  '®°*  became  due  from  the  defendant  under  the  same,  the 


rer. 


general  demur-  gtat.  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  33,  was  passcd,  by  which  the 

tolls  were  taken  away,  whereby  the  agreement  was  void. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. — ^The  point 
stated  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that 
the  stat.  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  33,  did  not  make  the  said  agree- 
ment void. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  plea  is  no 
answer  whatever  to  the  action.  The  object  of  the  stat. 
4  &  5  Vict.  c.  33,  was  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  pre- 


(a)    By  a  clause  of  this  act  varied  or  repealed,  should  be  as 

it  was  provided,  that  all  the  pow-  good  and  eflectual    for    canjiog 

ers,  provisions,   exemptions,  &c.,  that  act  into  execution,  at  if  they 

contained  in  the  stats.  3  Geo.  4,  had  been  re-enacted  and  repeated 

c.  126,  and  4  Geo.  4,  c  95,  except  therein, 
such  as  were    thereby   expressly 


MORRICE. 
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vions  turnpike  acts,  and  not  to  create  any  new  law  or  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
exemption.    The  defendant  has  enjoyed  all  that  he  bar-  ^ 

gained  for  under  his  agreement.  Harris 

9. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

fVilles,  contra. — The  local  act,  under  which  the  plaintiflf 
sues,  contains  no  exception  in  respect  of  asses,  cattle, 
&c.^  crossing  a  turnpike  road ;  and  although  the  4  &  5 
Vict.  c.  33,  professes  to  be  merely  declaratory,  it  was  in 
truth  an  enacting  statute.  The  defendant,  consequently, 
was  thereby  deprived  of  a  portion  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  demise,  and  it  operated  as  an  eviction  by  law;  and 
this  being  a  personal  contract,  no  action  could  therefore 
be  maintained  upon  it.  Stevenson  v.  Lombard  {a).  The 
trustees,  however,  are  in  no  respect  prejudiced  thereby, 
since  they  can  recover  upon  the  counts  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, upon  which  the  rent  may  be  apportioned :  Neale 
V.  Mackenzie  (A) ;  Gardiner  v.  Williamson  (c).  Where  part 
of  the  subject-matter  of  a  demise  is  taken  away  by  the  act 
of  GK)d,  or  of  the  law,  which  is  not  supposed  to  do  wrong  to 
any  man,  that  is  an  eviction  :  Yin.  Abr.,  Apportionment, 
K. ;  Co.  Litt.  149.  a.  [Alderson,  B. — ^Those  authorities 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  demise  of  a  definite  thing- — as  a 
thousand  acres.  This  is  a  demise  of  the  tolls  by  law  pay^ 
able.']  The  declaration  contains  an  averment  that  they 
were  toUs  payable  by  virtue  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament, 
and  the  plea  shews  that  part  were  taken  away  by  a  subse- 
quent act  of  Parliament.  The  stat.  4  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  2,  con- 
tains an  express  provision  for  meeting  a  similar  contingency, 
in  the  exempted  case  of  lime ;  but  the  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  33,  con- 
tains no  such  provision,  and  the  rule  of  the  common  law  must 
therefore  apply,  that  in  case  of  the  taking  away  by  law  of 
part  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  demise,  out  of  which  the 

{a)  2  East,  575.  (6)  1  M.  &  W.  747. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Ad.  336. 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  rent  was  to  issae^  that  is  an  eviction,  and  the  rent  shall  be 
»8^2.        apportioned. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  we  should  be  putting  a 
strange  construction  upou  the  act  of  Parliament,  if  we  held 
that  it  rendered  this  lease  void,  merely  because  it  alters 
the  tolls  that  are  to  be  payable.  Numerous  acts  are  passed 
from  time  to  time,  affecting  the  interests  of  persons  who 
hold  under  leases,  but  the  leases  are  not  therefore  void. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  like  an  eviction  by  the  land- 
lord. The  plea  is  clearly  bad,  and  the  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Alderson,  B. — There  are  two  answers  to  the  defend** 
ant^s  plea.  In  the  first  place,  it  appears  to  me  that  this 
is  merely  a  demise  of  such  tolls  as  may  by  law  be  taken 
from  time  to  time.  What  is  the  situation  of  the  defend- 
ant ?  He  appears  to  me  to  be  merely  a  person  substituted, 
under  the  provisions  for  letting  the  tolls,  for  the  trustees 
themselves,  and  consequently  entitled  only  to  the  tolls 
which  they  would  otherwise  receive.  The  substance  of  the 
thing  is  not  changed  by  the  demise.  But  further,  I  do 
not  think  the  defendant  has  made  out  his  first  proposition, 
that  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4  Vict,  has  altered  the  tolls.  It 
is  merely  an  explanatory  act,  passed  for  the  purpose  of 
removing  doubts  on  the  construction  of  former  acts,  which 
leaves  the  tolls  as  they  were  before. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolpe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bgeh,  iff  PUmt, 

Attorney-General  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway     *- 
Company,  and  The  Northern  &  Eastern  Counties 
Railway  Company. 

JL  HIS  was  a  case  sent  by  the  late  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  T^e  Northern 

Cottenham)  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  Raiiway^wn- 

By  an  act  of  Parliament  of  the  12  Geo.  3,  c.  88,  cer-  Pf"y ''«'?  «°- 

,  ,     ,  titled,  under 

tain  commissioners  are  named  and  appointed,  and  consti*  (heir  acu  of 
tuted  commissioners  for  carrying  the  said  act  of  Parliament  6  &  7  wiu.  i, 
into  execution,  with  power  to  appoint  other  commissioners  3  vlct.  ^Uxvtl 
in  manner  therein  mentioned ;  and  by  the  above  act,  the  ^  construct  co- 

,  veringf  or 

property  of  the  then  and  future  pavements  of  the  streets,  buUdingt  by 
rows,  lanes,  and  places  to  be  paved  by  virtue  of  the  said  wise  ove'r  the^*^* 
act,  and  all  other  materials,  utensils,  and  things  which  JnJ^ih'rou* h- 
shonld  be  provided  or  made  use  offer  any  of  the  purposes  ^"^  »nt  were 

,  necessary  or 

of  the  said  act,  from  and  mimediately  after  the  passing  of  reasonably  con- 
the  said  act,  were  thereby  vested  in  the  said  commission-  ^nstniction  of 
ers,  and  they  were  thereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  ^^^^rttation, 

'  ^  ''  *  warehouses, 

bring  or  cause  to  be  brought  any  action  or  actions,  or  to  &c,  at  Shore- 
prefer  and  order  and  direct  the  preferring  of  any  indict-  manner  as  they 
ment,  against  any  person  or  persons  who  should  injure  or  J^^Jj*  ^^Tt^f 
destroy,  steal,  take,  or  carry  away  any  part  thereof;  and  con»truction  of 
by  the  said  act  also,  the  said  commissioners  may  cause  all  itself. 
trees,  signs,  sign-posts,  sign-irons,  dyers^  racks,  dyers', 
scourers^  and  barbers'  poles,  and  all  porches,  pent-houses^ 
boards,  spouts,  and  gutters  projecting  into  or  over  the 
highways  or  footways,  and  all  other  encroachments,  pro- 
jections, or  annoyances  whatsoever  within  the  streets,  rows, 
or  lanes,  or  courts,  yards,  alleys,  passages,  and  places  to  be 
paved  by  virtue  of  such  act,  to  be  taken  down  and  re- 
moved.   And  by  an  act  made  and  passed  in  the  28th  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  among 
other  things,  further  powers  were  given  to  such  commis- 
sioners, for  prosecuting  the  erection,  without  leave  as 
therein    mentioned,   of    hoards  within    the  said  streets 
within  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  and  for  removing  ob-<^ 
structions  in  such  streets. 

vol.  X.  T  M.  w. 
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Bxck,  of  Pitatf 
1842. 

Attorn  EY- 
Gkneral 

V, 

Eastbrn 
Counties 

HAIIbWAT  CO4 


Another  act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the 
57th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George 
the  Third,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  better  paving,  improving, 
and  regulating  the  Streets  of  the  Metropolis,  and  remov- 
ing and  preventing  Nuisances  and  Obstructions  therein;^' 
and  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  the  provisions  thereinafter 
contained  should  e&tend  to  all  streets  and  public  places  which 
were  then  paved,  or  which  might  be  thereafter  paved,  within 
the  cities  of  London  and  Westminster  and  borough  ot 
Southwark,  and  any  other  parts  of  the  Metropolis  which 
were  included  within  the  weekly  bills  of  mortality,  and  to 
all  streets  and  public  places  which  were  then  paved,  61^ 
which  might  be  thereafter  paved,  within  the  parishes  of 
Saint  Fancras  atid  Saint  Marylebone,  in  the  ^aid  county 
of  Middlesex,  except  only  any  parts  thereof  which  might 
be  therein  particularly  excepted.  And  by  the  said  iu^  of 
Parliament,  various  ftirther  powers  are  given  to  the  com- 
missioners under  the  local  act  thereinafter  referred  to,  with 
respect  to  the  streets  and  places  therein  mentioned  and 
referred  to,  and  the  removing  obstructions  therein ;  and, 
amongst  other  things,  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that  it 
should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  commis- 
sioners or  trustees,  or  other  persons  having  the  control 
of  the  pavements  of  the  streets  and  public  places  in  any 
parochial  or  other  district  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
imi  act,  and  for  their  surveyor  or  surveyors  of  pavements, 
from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  to  regulate 
or  remove,  in  such  manner  as  he  or  they  should  firom  tim6 
to  time  judge  proper,  all  such  projections  and  obstMctiont 
as  therein  mentioned,  from  the  point  or  sides  of  any  house 
or  houses,  or  other  buildings,  or  then  affixed  or  belonging 
to,  or  which  should  be  hereafter  affixed  or  belolig  to  inj 
house  or  houses  or  other  buildings,  in  Or  abuttihg  Upon  or 
contiguous  to  any  streets  or  public  places  in  atiy  pafobhilJ 
or  other  district  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  lu^t,  or  to 
the  own6r  or  owners,  or  occupier  or  occupiers,  of  any  such 
houses  or  othe^  buildings,  and  which,  in  the  judgment  d 
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the  said  commissioners  or  trustees,  or  other  persons  as  Exch.  of  pieat, 
aforesaid,  or  of  their  surveyor  or  surveyors  of  pavements    ^     ^      . 
for  the  time  being,  then  did  or  might  obstruct  the  circula-     Attorn  ey- 
tion  of  light  or  air,  or  were  inconvenient  or  incommodious  v, 

to  any  passengers  along  the  carriage-ways  or  foot-ways  of     CouM??"g 
any  of  the  said  streets  or  public  places  of  or  within  the   Railway  Co. 
jnrisdiction  of  the  said  act,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  any 
inhabitants  of  such  parochial  or  other  district. 

The  several  abore-mentioned  acts  are  public  acts. 

The  parish  of  Christ  Church  is  within  the  weekly  bills  of 
mortality. 

Among  the  streets  and  places  subject  to  the  powers  of 
the  commissioners  under  the  said  acts,  is  the  south  side 
of  a  street  or  place  called  Goddard's-rents,  and  the  east 
side  of  a  street  called  Wheeler-street,  and  a  court  called 
Bell-court. 

The  street  called  Ooddard's-rents  is  in  length  about  124 
fiset,  and  runs  east  and  west,  and  is  terminated  at  the 
west  end  thereof  by  Cock-hill,  which  commences  at  the 
west  end  of  Gk)ddard's-rents,  at  very  nearly  right  angles 
therewith,  and  runs  to  the  north  into  Anchor-street;  and 
the  said  street  called  Goddard's-rents  is  terminated  at 
the  east  end  thereof  by  Wheeler- street,  which  runs  north 
and  south  across  the  said  east  end  of  Gt>ddard^s-rents  into 
Anehor^treet  aforesaid;  and  on  the  east  side  and  out 
of  Wheeler-street,  the  said  court  called  Bell-court  runs 
in  an  easterly  direction. 

The  line  of  division  between  the  parish  of  Christ  Church 
and  the  parish  of  St.  Matthew,  Bethnal-green,  runs  along 
the  centre  of  Ooddard's-rents,  the  north  side  of  such  line 
being  in  the  parish  of  St.  Matthew,  Bethnal-green.  The 
line  of  division  between  the  said  parishes  of  Christ  Church 
and  St.  Matthew,  Bethnal-green,  for  part  of  the  way  up 
Wheeler-street,  on  the  north  side  of  the  termination  of 
Gt>ddard's-rents,  is  in  the  centre  of  Wheeler-street,  the 
west  side  of  such  line  being  in  the  parish  of  St  Matthewj 
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Xxck.  rf  PUoi,  Bethnal-green,  and  the  east  side  thereof  in  the  parish  of 
-    Christ  Church.    The  whole  of  the  court  called  Bell-court 
Attork«y-    ig  in  the  parish  of  Christ  Church. 

V.  An  act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the  6th 

CouNTiBi  &^d  T'^b  years  of  the  reigu  of  his  late  Majesty  King  Wil«« 
Railway  Co.  ^^^^  ^.j^g  Pourth,  intituled  "An  Act  for  making  a  Railway 
from  London  to  Norwich  and  Yarmouth,  by  Bomford, 
Chelmsford,  Colchester,  and  Ipswich,  to  be  called  the 
'  Eastern  Counties  Railway  / ''  and  the  last-mentioned  act 
was  amended,  and  the  powers  thereby  given  enlarged,  by 
another  act  made  and  passed  in  the  1st  and  2nd  years  of 
the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled  "An  Act  to 
amend  and  eidarge  the  Powers  and  Provisions  of  the  Act 
relating  to  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway ;''  and  by  each 
of  these  acts  it  was  provided  that  the  same  should  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  public  acts,  and  should  be  judi* 
cially  taken  notice  of  as  such. 

Another  act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the 
6th  and  7th  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
William  the  Foiu'th,  intituled  "An  Act  for  making  a  Rail* 
way  to  form  a  communication  between  London  and  Cam- 
bridge, with  a  view  to  its  being  extended  hereafter  to  the 
Northern  and  Eastern  Counties  of  England;''  and  by  this 
act,  also,  it  was  provided  that  the  same  should  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  a  public  act,  and  should  be  judicially  taken 
notice  of  as  such. 

Another  act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the 
2nd  and  8rd  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Migesty, 
intituled  "An  Act  to  enable  the  Northern  and  Eastern 
Railway  Company  to  alter  the  Line  of  their  Railway,  by 
forming  a  Junction  with  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway,  to 
provide  a  Station  and  other  Works  in  Shoreditch,  and  to 
amend  the  Act  relating  to  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Rail- 
way ;'*  and  by  this  act,  also,  it  was  provided  that  the  same 
should  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  public  act,  and  should 
be  judicially  taken  notice  of  as  such. 
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The  £astem  Counties  Railway  Company,  under  tlie  Bjeek.  of  preot, 
powers  contained  in  the  acts  for  that  purpose,  proceeded     ^      J^'   ^ 
to  take  the  necessary  premises  for  the  making  of  the     Attornky- 
Eastern  Counties  Railway,  and  the  line  of  such  railway  9. 

-was  constructed  upon  a  viaduct,  of  the  average  height  of  couimM 
twenty  feet  or  thereabouts,  carried  by  means  of  arches  over  Railway  Co, 
the  several  streets  and  places  which  it  crossed.  Prior  to 
the  passing  of  the  act  2nd  &  3rd  of  her  present  Majesty, 
the  viaduct  had  been  constructed  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
places  before  mentioned,  crossing  Wheeler^street  by  an 
arch,  and  preparations  had  been  made  for  forming  the 
station  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  in  the 
-same  immediate  vicinity,  and  on  a  level  with  the  viaduct. 
The  two  companies,  under  the  power  given  to  them,  pur- 
chased and  pulled  down  the  houses  on  each  side  of  God- 
dard Vrents,  and  the  houses  on  Cock-hill,  and  the  houses 
on  each  side  of  Wheeler-street,  to  the  south  of  Goddard's- 
xents,  at  its  junction  with  Wheeler-street,  and  the  said 
respective  companies  also  purchased  and  pulled  down  some 
of  the  houses  in  Bell-court. 

(}oddard's-rents  and  Cock -hill  have  always  been  and  are 
public  thoroughfares  for  passengers,  with  a  carriage  way 
from  Wheeler-street  along  Goddard's-rents  to  the  end  of 
C!ock-hill,  where  posts  precluded  any  thoroughfare  for  car- 
riages. Bell-court  has  also  been  and  is  a  public  thorough«» 
fiffe  for  foot  passengers,  and  Wheeler-street  has  also  been 
and  is  a  public  thoroughfare  for  carriages.  The  said  courts 
and  places  continue  to  be  of  the  same  width  as  they 
respectively  were  before  the  houses  were  pulled  down  and 
removed. 

After  the  passing  of  the  said  act  2nd  &  8rd  of  her  present 
Majesty,  preparations  were  made  for  covering  over  the 
whole  of  Goddard's-rents  and  part  of  Cock-hill,  and  crossing 
Wheeler-street  and  covering  over  part  of  Bell-court,  such 
covering  over  the  said  several  places  being  intended  for  the 
laying  and  constructing  a  railway  or  railroad  from  the  ia*> 
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Exeh.  of  piMt,  tended  station  of  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Bailiray  CSom- 

,   ^     ^    pany  to  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway,  and  also  for  the 

Attorney-    constructing  of  certain  other  works,  the  said  companies 

9.  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  construct  by  the  means  aforesaid 

CoumtTei     a  station  and  depdt,  with  the  necessary  warehouses,  build- 

Eailwat  Co.  ings,  works,  and  conveniences. 

The  case  then  stated  the  filing  of  an  information  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  praying  an  injunction  against  the 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  and  the  Northern  and 
Eastern  Railway  Company,  and  each  of  them,  to  restrain 
them  '^from  constructing  or  erecting  and  making,  or 
causing  to  be  constructed  or  erected  and  made,  any  o(^ 
vering  or  building  over  the  way  or  passage  through  Qod^ 
dardVrents,  or  over  the  way  or  passage  through  Cock- 
hill,  or  over  Wheeler-street  and  Bell-court,  and  from  doing 
any  act  whereby  or  by  means  whereof  the  free  admisnon 
of  the  light  and  air  in  or  to  the  said  streets  or  passages 
might  be  obstructed  or  hindered :"  a  motion  made  in  pur- 
suance of  notice,  in  the  same  terms,  and  an  order  madebj 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  dated  17th  August,  1841,  whereby 
his  lordship  ordered  that  an  injunction  should  be  awarded^ 
to  restrain  the  defendants,  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company,  and  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company, 
their  agents,  servants,  and  workmen,  from  oonstructing  or 
making  any  covering  or  building  over  the  way  or  passi^ 
through  Goddard's-rents,  or  over  the  way  or  passage  through 
Cock-hill,  or  over  Wheeler-street,  or  over  the  way  or  pas- 
sage through  Bell-court,  in  the  information  and  bill  men- 
tioned, further  or  otherwise  than  might  be  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  constructing  a  railway  from  the  station  of 
the  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company  to  the  East- 
em  Counties  Railway  Company,  in  pursuance  of  the  power 
given  by  an  act  passed  in  the  2nd  and  3rd  years  of  ths 
reign  of  her  present  Majesty,  intituled,  &c.    And  that,  by 
consent  of  the  Attorney- General,  it  was  ordered  that  a  case 
be  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  Her  Majesty's 
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Court  of  Exchequer^  upon  the  following  question^  vis.  >r^ 
Whether  the  said  defendants,  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company  and  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company, 
both  or  either  of  them,  were  entitled  to  construct  or  make 
any  coving  or  building  over  the  way  or  passage  through 
Goddard^s-rents,  or  over  the  way  or  passage  through  Cock- 
hill,  or  over  Wheeler-street,  or  over  the  way  or  passage 
through  Bell-court,  in  the  information  and  biU  mentioned^ 
further  or  otherwise  than  might  be  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  a  railway  firom  the  station  of  the 
Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company  to  the  Eastern 
Counties  Railway,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  powers  con* 
tained  in  the  before-mentioned  act  of  Parliament. 

The  defendants,  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company 
and  the  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company,  insist^ 
that  under  the  powers  given  to  them  by  the  said  acts  of  Par- 
liament, or  one  of  them,  they,  or  one  of  them,  have  or  haa 
power  to  cover  over  for  other  purposes,  as  before  mentioned^ 
than  may  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a 
railway  or  railroad  firom  the  station  of  the  Northern  and 
Eastern  Railway  Company  to  the  Eastern  Counties  Rail- 
way,  the  ways  and  passages  in  the  information  mentioned^ 
and  parts  of  them. 
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The  Attorney-General,  for  the  relator. — ^The  acts  of  Par- 
liament referred  to  in  the  case  (a)  do  not  authorize  the 


(a)  The  following  are  the  ma- 
terial sections  of  the  railway  acts  :-^ 

6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  ciii,  s.  31,  after 
giving  the  Company  (the  Northern 
and  Eastern  Railway  Co.)  the  power 
of  entering  upon  lands,  &c.,  enacts, 
**  that  for  the  piurposes  and  sub- 
ject to  the  provisions  and  restric- 
tions of  this  act,  it  shall  he  lawful 
Ibr  the  said  Company,  their  agents 
and  workpeople,  and  all  other  per- 
l^  tham  aothorized,  to  make 


or  construct  upon,  across,  under^ 
or  over  the  said  railway  or  other 
works,  or  any  lands,  ttreets^  hills, 
valleys,  roads,  railroads,  or  tram- 
roads,  rivers,  canals,  hrooks, 
streams,  or  other  waters,  such  in- 
clined planes,  tunnels,  embank- 
ments, aqueducts,  bridges,  roads, 
ways,  passages,  conduits,  drains, 
piert,  arches^  cuttings,  and  fences, 
as  the  said  Company  shall  think 
proper,  and  io  divert  or  alter  the 
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M^reh,  rf  Pleats  Nortbem  and  Eastern  Railway  Company  to  arch  ovef 

public  thoroughfares  for  any  other  purpose  than  the  con* 


Attornet- 
Gbnkral 

V, 

Eastern 
Counties 


course  of  any  roads  or  ways,  or  to 
raise  or  sink  any  roads  or  ways, 
the  more  conveniently  to  carry  the 
Railway  Co«  same  over  or  under,  or  by  the  side 
of  the  said  railway  ;  and  also  in  or 
upon  the  said  railway,  or  any 
lands  adjoining  or  near  thereto,  to 
erect  and  make  such  toll  and  other 
houses,  warehouses^  yards^  stations^ 
engines,  and  other  works  and  con- 
teniences  connected  with  the  ftaid 
railway,  as  the  said  Company  shall 
think  proper;  and  also  from  time 
to  time  to  alter,  repair,  &c«,  and 
generally  to  do  or  execute  all  other 
matters  and  things  necessary  or 
convenient  for  constructing,  main- 
taining, altering,  or  repairing  and 
using  the  said  railway  and  other 
Works  by  the  said  act  authorized, 
ihey  the  said  Company  doing  as 
little  damage  as  may  be,  &c.,  and 
making  satisfaction,  &c.*' 

The  2  &  3  Vict,  c.  Ixxvii,  s.  1, 
lecites,  *^  that  it  would  be  greatly 
beneficial  to  the  Northern  and 
Eastern  Railway  Company,  and 
also  of  advantage  to  the  public, 
(hat  the  Northern  and  Eastern 
Railway  should  be  provided  with 
a  station,  yard,  warehouses,  and 
other  conveniences,  near  to  the 
London  depot  or  terminus  of  the 
said  Eastern  Counties  Railway/' 

Sect.  5  enacts,  "  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  said  Northern  and 
feastem  Railway  Company,  and 
they  are  hereby  empowered,  to 
provide  a  station,  depot,  and  yard, 
and  to  erect  warehouses,  and  such 
other  buildings,  works,  and  con- 
veniences, with  all  necessary  ap- 
proaches, as  they  shall  think  pro- 


per for  the  purposes  of  their  said 
railway  undertaking,  and  to  con- 
struct a  railway  from  such  station 
to  join  the  said  Eastern  Counties 
Railway,  in  the  respective  parishes, 
townships,  and  extra-parochial 
places  of  Saint  Matthew,  Bethnal 
Green,  Christ  Church,  SpitalfieMs, 
and  St.  Leonard,  Shoreditch." 

Sect.  6.  <<  It  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  Northern  and  Eastern 
Railway  Company,  and  they  are 
hereby  empowered,  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  to  take  the  lands  and 
buildings  described  in  the  schedule 
to  the  said  act ;  and  all  the  dauses, 
powers,  provisions,  directions,  re- 
gulations, liabilities,  and  restrio* 
tions  contained  in  the  said  North- 
ern and  Eastern  Railway  Act,  and 
in  any  act  passed  for  extension  of  tiis 
same  act,  relating  to  the  compuborf 
purchase  of  lands  for  making  the 
said  Northern  and  Eastern  Rail- 
way, shall  extend  and  apply  to  the 
purchase  of  lands  and  buildings  fat 
the  railway  hereby  authorixed  to 
be  made,  and  for  the  sUUum^  depot, 
yard,  warehouses,  works,  bnildingi^ 
conveniences,  and  approacheabeie* 
by  authorized  to  be  made  and  pto- 
yided,  as  fully,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  as  if  such  <*1nn,ff^  powcnb 
provisions,  directions,  regtdslioiis, 
and  restrictions  were  herein  le* 
peated  and  re-enacted,  with  reipeet 
to  the  land  and  buildings  henhy 
authorized  to  be  taken  as  aAse* 
said/* 

Sect  67.  **  In  crossing  all  itied^ 
public  roads,  courts,  and  alleys  in 
the  said  parishes,  respectively,  for 
the  purposes  of  makii^  the  ssid 
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ttraction  of  their  line  of  railway.  They  have  no  power,  s*eK  of  PUas, 
therefore,  to  arch  them  over  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a 
station.  The  5th  section  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  Ixxvii,  does 
no  more  than  give  them  the  power  of  providing  a  station, 
yard,  warehouses,  &c.,  but  says  nothing  as  to  the  manner  of 
its  construction.  The  31st  section  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  ciii,  empowers  them  to  make  or  construct  ''upon,  across, 
under,  or  over  any  lands,  streets,  &c.,  such  inclined  planes, 
tunnels,  embankments,  &c.,  fee.,  arches^  cuttings,  and 
fences,  as  they  shall  think  proper,'^ ....''  and  also,  in  and 
upon  the  said  railway  or  any  lands  adjoining  or  near 
thereto,  to  erect  and  inclose  such  toll  and  other  houses, 
warehouses,  yards,  stations^  and  other  works  and  conveni- 
ences connected  with  the  said  railway,  as  the  said  company 
shall  think  proper ;''  and  generally  ''to  do  and  execute 
idl  other  matters  and  things  necessary  or  convenient  for 
constructing,  maintaining,  &c.,  the  said  railway  and  other 
VH/rks  by  the  said  act  authorized : "  but  the  terms  of  this 
clause  do  not  authorize  to  erect  a  station  over  a  street.  The 
powers  and  authorities  given  by  this  section  are  to  be 


Fulway  hereby  authorized  to  be 
made,  the  said  railway  shall  be  so 
formed,  and  for  ever  continue,  as  to 
leave  a  clear  and  open  space  for  such 
•treets,  roads,  public  ways,  courts, 
and  alleys ;  and  that  all  arches  un- 
derneath the  last-mentioned  rail- 
way shall  open  across  the  whole 
width  of  such  roads,  streets,  public 
ways,  courts,  and  alleys,  including 
the  footpaths  thereof  respectively ; 
and  that  the  forms  of  the  said  arches 
ahall  be  either  semi-ellipses  or  seg- 
ments of  arches,  and  that  none  of 
the  said  arches  shall  be  less  than 
aixteen  feet  clear  in  height ;  and 
that  the  present  levels  of  the  said 
roads,  streets,  and  public  ways, 
shall  not  in  any  manner  be  altered 


or  interfered  with,  unless  in  cases 
where  the  commissioners  of  pav- 
ing, or  trustees  holding  jurisdiction 
over  such  streets,  &c.,  shall  con- 
sent, in  writing,  that  the  said  arch* 
way  shall  be  of  less  dimensions,  or 
that  the  levels  of  any  such  roads, 
&c.  shall  be  altered." 

Sect.  73.  "  Nothing  in  this  act 
contained  shall  extend  to  prejudice, 
derogate,  or  diminish  any  of  the 
privileges  of  any  parish  over  which 
the  said  railway  shall  pass,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  act  of  the 
57  Geo.  3,  or  any  local  act  or  acts 
of  Parliament,  but  that  the  same 
shall  be  in  full  force  and  effect  as 
if  this  act  had  not  been  passed." 
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£xeh,  of  PiMtt  construed  reddendo  singula  singulis.   The  companj,  th0fe4 

^      _     ^     fore^  call  erect  stations  only  in  and  upon  the  railway  ittelfj 

Attorney-     or  any  adjoining  lands ;  the  power  to  make  ereotions  oyer 

V.  streets  being  confined,  by  the  proper  construction  of  the 

CouNTm      clause^  to  such  as  are  necessary  in  the  oonstmctiQn  ot 

Railway  Co.   jj^^  g,|^  q^  railway.    It  is  always  to  be  remembered^  that 

acts  of  Parliament  of  this  kind^  being  in  the  nature  of 

bargains  between  the  imdertakers  and  the  public,  are  not 

to  receive  an  extended  construction  as  against  the  latter. 

The  Solicitor- General,  for  the  defendants. — ^Uponaoom* 
parison  of  the  several  clauses  of  these  acts  of  Parliament,  it 
is  clear  that  both  these  companies  have  the  power  of  erect- 
ing stations,  as  well  as  constructing  the  line  of  railway 
itself,  upon  arches  thrown  over  the  public  streets.  It  is 
obvious  that  without  stations  the  railway  would  be  useless* 
The  Eastern  Connties  Railway  had,  as  appears  by  the  case, 
already  carried  their  line  of  railway  over  Wheeler-street. 
Now  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  Ixxvii  recites,  in  the  preamble,  that 
it  would  be  of  advantage  to  the  public  that  the  Northeni 
and  Eastern  Counties  Railway  should  have  a  station  near 
the  dep6t  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway ;  and  the  5th 
section  then  proceeds  to  empower  the  former  Company  to 
provide  a  station,  warehouses,  &c.,  and  to  construct  a  rail- 
way from  such  station,  to  join  the  Eastern  Counties  Bail* 
way.  The  two  railroads,  therefore,  were  clearly  intended 
to  be  upon  the  same  level,  and  it  was  essential  that  the  new 
station  should  be  on  that  level  also.  Then  sect.  6  enacts, 
that  all  the  powers,  provisions,  %cg.,  in  the  Northern  and 
Eastern  Railway  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  ciii,  shall  apply  to 
the  purchase  of  land  and  buildings  for  the  railway  thereby 
authorized  to  be  made,  and  for  the  station,  dep6t,  &c 
thereby  authorized  to  be  made  and  provided,  as  if  they 
were  therein  repeated  and  re-enacted.  Those  words  clearly 
incorporate  into  this  act  the  provisions  of  the  6  &  7  Will  4^ 
c.  ciii,  s.  31,  and  amongst  them  that  of  making,  for  the 
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purposes  as  ^ell  of  the  new  line  of  railway  as  of  the  sta-  Mjtek,  tf  PUat^ 
lion,  arches  over  the  public  streets.     [He  contended  also    ^      _     ^ 
that  the  commissioners  under  the  Paving  Acts  had  no    A-rronNEr. 

Generai. 

power,  under  their  acts,  to  control  these  proceedings  of  v. 

the  railway  companies;  but  as  the  Court  did  not  give      Countibs 
judgment  on  this  point,  that  part  of  the  argument  is  i^^'I'^atCo, 
omitted.] 

The  Aitamey^General,  in  reply,  insisted,  that  as  the 
73rd  section  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  Ixxvii,  expressly  enacted 
that  nothing  therein  contained  should  prejudice  or  dimi- 
nish the  privileges  of  any  parish  over  which  the  railroad 
should  pass,  the  Paving  Commissioners  had  the  power, 
under  their  acts,  of  removing  any  part  of  the  railroad  which 
should  be  an  obstruction  to  the  street. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  : — 

''We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Northern  and  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  were  entitled,  if  it  was  neces- 
sary or  reasonably  convenient  for  the  construction  of  a 
station  and  proper  warehouses,  to  construct  and  make 
coverings  or  buildings,  by  arches  or  otherwise,  over  the 
public  streets  mentioned  in  the  said  case,  in  like  manner 
as  they  were  entitled  to  do  for  the  construction  of  the 
railway  itself;  and  that  by  their  last  act  of  Parliament 
tiiey  were  expressly  authorized  to  construct  such  station 
and  warehouses  at  or  near  High-street,  Shoreditch''  (a). 

''Abinoer. 
J.  Parke. 
E.  H.  Alderson.*' 


(a)  See  tbe  report  of  tbe  case  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  Baflway  and 
Canal  Cases,  Vol.  2,  p.  823. 
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E*ch,  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

^-^     ^     The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  the  Borough 

,      ^  of  Carmarthen  v.  Evans  and  Others. 

June  7.        _^ 

A  challenge  to  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  rent  payable  in  re* 

the  pl^^ought  sp^t  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  market  stalls  and 

^  ***d*d*"  premises,  together  with  the  tolls,  brought  by  the  mayor, 

luch  a  way  at  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen 

it  may  be  then  against  the  defendant  Evans,  and  two  persons  who  had  be- 

nw  priui're-  ^ome  his  Sureties.     The  venue  was  laid  in  the  county  of 

cord,  so  that  the  borough  of  Carmarthen :   and  Evans  having  pleaded 

the  other  party  °    .  '  ,       .  - 

may  either  nou  assumpsit,  and  the  two  other  defendants  having  snf* 
comiterpiead,  fered  judgment  by  default,  the  cause  came  on  for  trial 
or  deny  the        before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  bo- 

matter  of  '      '  r       o 

challenge ;  rough  of  Carmarthen.     The  defendant  Evans  then  chal« 

challenges  are  lenged  the  array,  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff,  who  re- 

J^"^**^^***  turned  the  jury  panel,  was  a  member  of  the  corporation, 

party  is  not  gnd  the  polls,  ou  the  ground  that  each  juryman  called  was 

in  a  condi*  ^^ 

tion  as  a  matter  likewise  a  member.  These  chaUenges  were  overruled  by  the 
■istupon^hem.  leamcd  Judge,  and  thereupon  J.  Evans,  as  counsel  for 
Courtwouid  *  ^®  defendant  Evans,  declined  to  appear  and  try  the  cause. 
probably  in       rpj^g  challenge,  howcvcr,  was  not  put  upon  the  record.  The 

some  cases,  ^  ^  '  m:  tr 

where  a  valid     plaintiffs  proceeded,  and  having  recovered  a  verdict,  the  de» 

challenge  has       1      ,  t,  .       -n  m  i       •       i  i  « 

been  made  and  fendaut  Evaus,  in  Eastcr  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 

nuVprius,  but  CRUsc  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested,  or  the  ver- 

omitted  to  be  ^^^  set  asidc,  OU  the  ground  of  the  validity  of  the  above 

record,  grant  a  challenges.    Against  this  rule 

new  trial,  they 
wiU  not  do  so 

mw^h^IleC^n  E.  V.  Williams  now  shewed  cause.— The  learned  Judge 
aware  of  the  having  decided  the  validity  of  the  challenges  against  the 
lenge  before  defendant,  he  ought  to  have  put  the  challenges  upon  the 
might  by  mov-  rccord,  if  he  wished  to  avail  himself  of  them;  and  not 
\he  venue"have  ^^^^g  ^^ue  SO,  he  is  not  now  in  a  situation  to  insist  upon 
obviated  the      the  objection.     This  subject  was  very  fully  discussed  in  the 

case  of  Rex  v.  Edmonds  (a) ;  and  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  delivering 

(a)  4B.&Ald.  471. 
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the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that  case,  says,  *'  Every  chal-  Exch,  of  PUatf 
lenge,  either  to  the  array  or  to  the  polls,  ought  to  be  pro-  ^  '   ^ 

pounded  in  such  a  way  that  it  may  be  put  at  the  time  upon  Mayor,  &c.  op 

CARMiWKTHBV 

the  nisi  prius  record ;  and  so  particular  were  they  in  early  p, 

times,  when  chaUenges  were  more  in  use,  that  it  was  made  P^^i*** 
a  question  in  27  Hen.  8,  13  B.,  pL  88,  whether  it  was  not 
a  fatal  defect  to  omit  the  concluding  of  it  with  an '  et 
hoc  paratus  est  verificare '/  and  it  was  because  many  prece- 
dents were  shewn  without  such  a  conclusion,  and  the  jus- 
tices did  not  choose  to  depart  from  the  precedents,  that  it 
was  held  unnecessary/'  It  is  then  stated,  that  when  a 
challenge  is  made,  the  adverse  party  may  either  demur  or 
counter-plead,  or  he  may  deny  what  is  alleged  for  matter 
of  challenge ;  and  it  is  then  only  that  triers  are  to  be  ap- 
pointed. After  quoting  various  instances  in  which  the 
objections  had  been  put  upon  the  records,  his  Lordship 
thus  proceeds :  ''  The  challenges,  therefore,  ought  to  have 
been  put  upon  the  record,  and  the  defendants  are  not  in  a 
condition  in  strictness  to  ask  of  the  Court  an  opinion  upon 
their  sufficiency .''  That  is  a  distinct  authority  that  no 
party  can  take  advantage  of  a  challenge,  unless  it  be  put 
upon  the  record :  and  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  Court  will 
adhere  to  the  strict  rules  of  law,  since  here  the  defendant 
was  aware  of  one  at  least,  if  not  of  both  of  the  objections^ 
long  before  the  trial,  and  might  have  moved  to  change 
the  venue ;  instead  of  which  he  abstained  from  so  doing, 
that  he  might  at  the  trial  avail  himself  of  it  as  a  vexatious 
defence.  Goodright  d.  Richards  v.  WiUiams  {a)  was  cited 
as  an  authority  for  arresting  the  judgment ;  but  that  case 
is  very  distinguishable,  for  there  the  venire  was  obviously 
wrong  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings ;  but  this  not  being 
an  objection  on  the  record,  the  same  argument  does  not 
arise. 

Evans,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  ancient  rule,  as  to. 

(a)  2  M.  &  Selw.  270. 


Evans. 
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Esch,qfPiett9,  the  necessity  of  putting  this  objection  upon  the  record^ 
s^^^^J^^     no  longer  prevails^  and  it  is  now  not  usual  to  do  so.     The 

Mayor,  &c.  OF  case  of  Reo:  V.  Edmonds  is  in  the   defendant's  farour. 
V.  Abbott,  C.  J.^  after  saying  that  in  strictness  the  challenges 

ought  to  have  been  put  upon  the  record^  says^  "  But  not- 
withstanding this  defect  of  form  on  the  part  of  the  de^ 
fendants^  the  Court  has  taken  into  consideration  the  va^ 
lidity  of  these  challenges ;  and  it  is  on  the  ground  of  their 
invalidity^  not  on  the  defect  of  form,  that  we  think  the  role 
ought  to  be  refused/*    That  is  a  clear  authority  to  shew 
that  the  Court  will,  upon  such  a  motion  as  the  present, 
entertain  the  validity  of  these  objections.    As  to  the  argu- 
ment that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  moved  to  change 
the  venue,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  it  was  not 
his  but  the  plaintiffis'  duty  to  have  done  that.    They  laid 
the  venue  where  it  was,  and  knew  who  were  to  try  Uie 
cause.     They  might  have  suggested  the  circumstance  that 
the  sheriff  was  a  corporator,  and  procured  the  venire  to  be 
awarded  to  the  coroner  or  elisors.     In  Co.  Lit.  157.  b.,  it  is 
laid  down  thus : — "  If  the  defendant  may  have  a  principal 
cause  of  challenge  to  the  array,  if  the  sheriff  return  the 
jury,  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  may,  for  his  own  expedition, 
allege  the  same,  and  pray  process  to  the  coroners  ;  which 
he  cannot  have,  unless  the  defendant  will  confess  it;  but  if 
the  defendant  will  not  confess  it,  then  the  plaintiff  shall  have 
a  venire  facias  to  the  sheriff,  and  the  defendant  shall  never 
take  any  challenge  for  that  cause ;  and  so  in  like  cases. 
But  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  any  such  matter  shall 
not  be  alleged,  and  process  prayed  to  the  coroners ;  because 
he  may  challenge  the  jury  for  that  cause,  and  can  be  at  no 
prejudice.*'     \_Parke,  B. — The  defendant  might,  however, 
have  moved  to  change  the  venue  if  he  had  thought  it  worth 
his  while.     Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Why  should  we  relieve 
you,  when  you  had  so  easy  a  mode  of  relieving  yourself,  by 
application  to  a  judge  at  chambers?]     It  is  not  the  prac- 


.Ktans. 
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tioe  to  do  80.     In  Rex  v.  Dolby  (a),  the  matter  was  eon<>  R*^^'  rf  Pifo*, 
troverted  and  tried,  and  the  panel  was  quashed  on  the     ^  ^      ^ 
ground  of  unindifference  in  the  sheriff.     The  doctrine  laid  Mayor,  &c.  op 

C  ARB(A.ltTHElf 

doim  by  Lord  Coke  has  never  been  contravened,  and  that  o. 

is  in  accordance  with  the  practice.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.— 
It  is  the  frequent  practice  to  make  applications  to  the  Court 
or  a  Judge  at  chambers  respecting  the  supposed  partiality  of 
juries  in  particular  cases.  Parke,  B. — ^The  corporation  in 
this  case,  m  point  of  &ct,  are  not  the  real  parties.  The 
money  would  not  in  any  way  go  into  their  pockets.]  But 
they  are  interested  in  the  rate  being  established,  for  if  the 
public  funds  are  not  sufficient,  they  must  then  be  rated. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 1  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. With  respect  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment^ I  lam  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  be  supported,  for, 
looking  at  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  either  the  sheriff  or  any  one  of  the  jury  must 
necessarily  have  been  a  member  of  the  corporation.  As  to 
the  interest  of  the  jury  in  the  result  of  this  suit,  that  is  also 
tmbertain ;  for  they  might  not  have  any  property  on  which 
a  rate  could  be  made.  At  all  events,  therefore,  the  objec- 
tions urged  in  this  case  were  only  matters  of  challenge : 
and  whether,  if  the  challenge  upon  those  grounds  have 
been  put  upon  the  record,  it  would  have  been  valid,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  consider ;  for  then  the  result  might  have 
been  that  the  Judge  would  have  had  a  new  panel,  or  the 
cause  might  not  have  been  tried  at  all.  The  objections 
urged  must  have  been  obvious  to  the  defendant  from  the 
very  first,  as  he  knew  the  venue  was  laid  in  the  borough  of 
Carmarthen;  and  if  he  had  wished  to  avail  himself  of  them, 
he  might  have  applied  to  change  the  venue,  which  is  every 
day's  practice,  and  is  a  simple  and  cheap  mode  of  obviating 
such  a  difficulty.   The  object  of  the  defendant  was,  however, 

(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  104  ;  3  D.  &  R.  311. 
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Rxeh.  tifPUoif  to  put  the  parties  to  expense^  and  he  deserves  no  indulgence  i 

^         '  ^     and  although^  if  the  omission  had  arisen  firom  the  mistake  of 

MATom,&c.oF  counsel,  or  the  defendant  had  been  misled  by  the  dictum 

Carmarthsn  *^ 

9.  of  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  we  might  have  granted  a  new 

trial  and  changed  the  venue;  yet  that  could  only  have 
been  done  on  an  affidavit  of  merits^  which  are  not  sug* 
gested  here,  and  payment  of  the  costs.  The  residt  of  grant* 
ing  a  new  trial  would  only  be,  that  the  defendant  would  go 
down  again  and  lose  it,  and  in  mercy  to  him  we  ought  to 
refuse  this  application. 

Pabke,  B. — The  sheriff,  in  this  case,  was  not  necessarily 
incompetent  to  summon  the  jury,  nor  the  jury  to  tiy  it;  it 
is  possible  that  not  one  of  them  might  be  a  member  of  the 
corporation,  or  even  an  inhabitant  of  the  borough,  for 
they  might  aU  be  resident  beyond  its  limits  within  the 
county.  The  objection,  therefore,  must  have  been  sug* 
gested  by  a  challenge,  and  that  has  not  been  made  in  a 
proper  manner  at  the  time  and  place  where  it  should  have 
been  taken.  The  defendant,  consequently,  can  only  ask  &t 
a  new  trial  as  a  matter  of  favour;  and  I  think  this  is  not 
a  case  in  which  we  ought  to  assist  the  defendant  at  all* 
This  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Buledi 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat, 

Gkazebhook  and  Another  v.  Pickpoki,  and  Another  (a).      ^J!^ 

X  HIS  was  a  case  in  which  an  application  had  been  made  The  assignees 

bj  the  defendants  to  a  judge  at  chambers,  under  the  first  to  whom  eef^' 

section  of  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  Will.  4,  c.  58,  under  the  ^^^,J^^    ^^ 

following  circumstances : — ^The  defendants,  who  are  common  having  set  up 

carriers,  received  on  board  one  of  their  boats,  in  Stafford*  goods  in  the 
shire,  certain  goods  consigned  to  one  Charles  Hoppe,  of  defcndantl^^he 

Blackfriars-road,  Surrey.     Before  the  delivery  of  the  goods  ^""T^T*  '*** 

to  Hoppe,  they  were  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  vendors,  plied  to  a 

and  another  claim  was  also  afterwards  set  up  to  them  by  {he'^r.T^lV.i.. 

the  irustees   named  in  a  deed  of  assignment  made  by  pfea^der  A^'and 

Hoppe  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.    A  fiat  in  bank-  obuined  an 

order,  that  un- 

ruptcy  was  subsequently  sued  out  against  Hoppe,  and  the  less  cause  were 
goods  were  claimed  also  by  his  assignees.     On  the  ist  contrary'ona 
November,  1841,  the  plaintiffs  commenced  this  action  of  ^^^,  "*n*«<^»  ^*»« 

'  '  *  assignees 

trover   against  the  defendants  for  the  recovery  of  the  shouidbebanred 

1       rm       1   i*      1  I  1  .  •         ^****'  claim,  and 

goods.  The  defendants' attorney  wrote  to  the  assignees,  in-  paythedefend- 
forming  them  of  the  action,  and  desiring  to  know  whether  aMignees*at-  * 
they  intended  to  maintain  their  claim,  as  the  defendants  ^*»<J«<^  on^^he 

•^  ^  '  day  named,  and 

meant  to  make  an  application  under  the  Interpleader  Act.  objected  to  the 

The  attorney  of  the  assignees  replied,  that  they  should  costs  by  them; 

not  persist  in  their  claim  to  the  goods.     On  the  16th  De-  *°*1  dUchar^d. 

cember,  an  order  was  made  by  Alderson  B.,  "  that  unless  Several  sum- 

"  ,  mouses  were 

cause  be  shewn  to  the  contrary  on  a  day  therein  named,  the  subsequently 
assignees  of  Hoppe  be  barred  their  claim  to  the  goods  in  on^tbe  pUintiSs 
question,  and  that  they  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  of  and  thc°^T^- 
this  application;  that  the  defendants  deliver  up  the  goods  nees  to  state  the 

nature  and  par- 

claimed  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  pay  their  costs  of  the  action,  ticuiars  of  their 
which  shall  be  finally  stayed,  and  that  the  assignees  do  cfaima!'^Thc 
pay  to  the  defendants  their  costs  of  the  action,  and  of  this  *"»gnees  did 

,       ,  .      .  not  attend  on 

application,  and  repay  to  them  the  plaintiffs'  costs  of  the  any  of  these 
action.^'      On  the  day  named  in  the  order,  the  attorney  Hfid,  that  the 

Judge  had  no 
jurisdiction  under  the  act  to  order  the  assignees  to  pay  costs. 

{a)  This  case  was  determined  in  Easter  Term  (April  17). 
VOL.X.  U  M.W. 
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Exck,qfPha9,  of  the  assignees  attended  before  Rolfe,  B.,  and  opposed 
*  ^     the  order  being  made  absolute^   and  the  learned  judge 

Grazebrook  discharged  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  summonses  on 
PicKFORD.  which  it  was  drawn  up  were  not  made  returnable  on  two 
successive  days.  On  the  18th  of  December,  the  defend- 
ants took  out  another  summons,  calling  on  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  assignees  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  ap- 
pear and  state  the  nature  of  their  respective  claims  to  the 
goods.  On  the  return  of  this  summons  a  second  issued, 
and  two  other  summonses  in  similar  terms  were  subse- 
quently taken  out,  and  served  on  the  assignees,  to  none  of 
which  they  appeared.  On  the  23rd  of  December,  the  fol- 
lowing order  was  made  by  Gumey,  B.: — "  I  do  order,  that 
the  claim  of  the  assignees  of  Charles  Hoppe,  a  bankrupt 
be  barred  to  the  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  the 
subject  of  this  action :  and  I  further  order,  that  this  action 
be  discontinued  on  payment  by  the  defendants  of  the 
plaintiffs'  costs,  and  delivery  up  of  the  said  goods,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  carriage :  and  I  do  further  order,  that  the 
said  assignees  repay  the  defendants  the  costs  so  paid  by 
them  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  the  defendants'  costs.'' 

In  Easter  Term,  Kelly,  on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  ob- 
tained a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause 
why  so  much  of  the  order  of  Gumey,  B.,  as  required  the 
assignees  to  pay  costs  should  not  be  rescinded,  contending 
that  the  learned  judge,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  had  no  jurisdiction  under  the  statute  to  direct  the 
payment  of  those  costs  : — citing  Lambert  v.  Cooper  (a), 

Martin  shewed  cause. — The  assignees  having  appeared 
upon  the  order  nisi,  that  must  be  taken  as  an  appearance 
for  all  purposes  necessary  to  bring  them  within  the  jurii- 
diction  of  the  judge  under  the  statute.  It  is  not  essentislb 
in  order  to  subject  a  claimant,  appearing  before  the  judge, 

(a)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  547. 


TRINITY   TERM>   6  VICT.  281 

to  his  jurisdiction  as  to  costs^  that  the  party  should  then  Bceeh.  rfPintt^ 
maintain  or  relinquish  his  claim.     Suppose  he  appeared,     ^         ',  ^ 
and  requested  that  the  summons  might  stand  over  to  a   Grazbbrook 
future  day,  would  not  that  be  sufficient  to  give  the  judge     pickford. 
jurisdiction  to  award  costs  against  him  ?     Any  suggestion 
of  the  party,  made  to  induce  the  judge  either  to  act  or  re« 
frain  from  acting  with  respect  to  the  matter  brought  before 
him,  ought  to  be  sufficient  for  that  purpose.     The  first 
section  of  the  statute  expressly  empowers  the  Court  or  the 
judge  to  "  make  such  other  rules  and  orders  therein,  as  to 
costs  and  all  other  matters,  as  may  appear  to  be  just  and 
reasonable.'^ 

Kelly i  contra. — ^The  order  nisi  was  not  an  order  within 
the  terms  of  the  Interpleader  Act,  and  the  appearance  of 
the  assignees  on  that  order,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting  themselves  from  the  payment  of  costs,  cannot  be 
deemed  sufficient  to  bring  them  within  the  jurisdiction 
given  by  the  act.  An  order  has  here  been  made  upon 
them  to  pay  costs  in  a  proceeding  to  which  they  were  no 
parties. — He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Ciourt. 

Parke,  B. — ^This  rule  must  be  absolute.  It  is  admitted 
there  was  no  appearance  upon  the  summons  on  which 
the  order  of  my  brother  Gumey  was  made.  Then  with 
respect  to  the  appearance  on  the  order  nisi,  that  was  not 
an  appearance  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Where 
the  party  appears  to  litigate  his  claim,  that  gives  the  judge 
jurisdiction  as  to  costs,  but  here  there  has  been  no  such 
appearance;  the  assignees  appeared  merely  to  object  to 
the  irregularity  of  the  proceedings. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  quite  clear  that  there  has  been  no 
appearance  upon  the  summons  on  which  this  order  was 
made.  The  ground  on  which  the  order  proceeds  is,  that 
the  case  is  one  falling  within  the  third  section  of  the  act ; 
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Grazebrook 

V. 
PlCKVORD. 


Sxeh,  ^Pleoi,  but  the  assignees  never  attended  the  summons,  which  is 

the  only  foundation  of  the  order.  I  am  not  quite  prepared 
to  say  there  was  not  an  appearance  within  the  statute  be- 
fore my  brother  Rolfe ;  but  I  quite  agree  that  the  rule  laid 
down  by  my  brother  Parke  is  the  proper  rule  to  gidde  the 
discretion  of  the  Court ;  namely,  that  an  appearance  merely 
to  object  to  the  irregularity  of  the  proceedings  ought  not 
to  subject  the  parties  to  costs. 


RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


June  9. 

The  plaintifl; 
having  been 
employed 
by  the  de- 
fendant to  do 
certain  work  for 
him,  employed 
C.  to  assist  him 
in  doing  the 
work,  upon  the 
terms  that  when 
the  plaintiff 
earned  ;f],  C. 
was  to  have  St. 
and  the  plaintiff 
\2t,,  and  which 
sum  C.  was  to 
be  paid  whether 
the  plaintiff  was 
paid  or  not,  and 
for  which  he 
swore  that  be 
looked  only  to 
the  plaintiff  for 
payment  :— 
Held,  in  an  ac* 
tion  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  to 
recover  the  price 
of  the  worlc, 
that  C.  was 
rendered  a 
competent 
witness  for  the 
plaintiff;  by 
indorsing  his 
name  on  the 
record  under 
8  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  48,  s.  86. 


Carb  V.  Adams. 

jcLSSUMFSIT  for  work  and  labour,  and  on  an  aocount 
stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middle- 
sex, when  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  his  demand, 
called  a  person  named  Cocking,  who,  upon  being  ex- 
amined on  the  voir  dire,  stated  that  he  was  employed  by 
the  plaintiff  to  assist  him  in  doing  the  work  in  question, 
upon  the  following  terms,  viz.,  "  that  when  the  plaintiff 
earned  £1,  he,  the  witness,  was  to  have  8^.  and  the  plain- 
tiff 12«. ;  that  he  expected  to  be  paid  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  paid  or  not ;  and  that  he  looked  only  to  him  for  pay- 
ment, and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  defendant/'  Upon 
this  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  witness 
was  incompetent ;  and  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  restore  his 
competency,  proposed  that  his  name  should  be  indorsed 
on  the  record  under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  26.  The  de- 
fendant, however,  insisted  that  this  would  not  restore  lus 
competency,  and  the  under-sheriff,  being  of  that  opinioiiy 
nonsuited  the  plaintiff.  A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  having 
been  obtained,  it  was  argued  in  the  last  term  by  ChaiwiA 
Jones  for  the  plaintiff,  and  CyMalley  for  the  defendant 
The  Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  witness  was  interested, 
discharged  the  rule,  without  adverting  to  the  proposal  for 
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indorsing  his  name  upon  the  record.     In  consequence^  Bseh.  qf  Pieoi, 
however^  of  this  having  been  suggested  to  the  Courts  they 
stayed  the  rule,  and  desired  that  the  case  should  be  re- 
argued on  this  point.    Accordingly, 

(yMaUey  now  shewed  cause. — ^It  is  conceded,  that  if  the 
witness's  right  to  recover  depended  upon  the  verdict  and 
the  record  alone,  the  indorsing  of  his  name  upon  the  re- 
cord would  make  him  a  competent  witness ;  but  putting 
the  record  out  of  the  question,  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
would  itself  advance  his  interests.  He  was  to  have  8^.  out 
of  every  20s.  that  the  plaintiff  received,  and  the  amount  so 
received  would  be  capable  of  proof  without  the  record. 
He  had  a  direct  interest  in  increasing  the  amount ;  and 
the  plaintiff  would  be  prevented  from  saying  that  he  had 
not  recovered  that  amount.  The  witness  would  in  fact  be  a 
partner  in  the  amount  recovered,  and  entitled  to  two-fifths 
of  it.  But  even  if  he  were  not,  his  evidence  tends  to  place 
him  in  a  better  situation,  for  if  the  money  be  recovered,  and 
gets  into  the  plaintiff's  pocket,  he  will  be  better  able  to  pay 
the  witness.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  law  does  not  presume  that 
a  debtor  has  not  sufficient  assets  to  discharge  his  debts. 
The  interest,  to  render  a  witness  incompetent,  must  be  cer- 
tain, and  not  merely  conjectural :  Paull  v.  Broum  (a) .]  This 
was  a  common  fund,  in  which  both  were  interested.  It  is 
not  the  less  a  partnership,  because  one  is  to  receive  more 
than  the  other.  In  the  case  of  a  residuary  legatee,  he  is 
held  to  be  interested,  because  the  result  of  the  action  in 
favour  of  the  executor  necessarily  tends  to  increase  the 
fund  out  of  which  he  is  to  take  what  is  not  wanted  to 
satisfy  the  debts  and  legacies.  So,  the  witness  has  here  a 
certain  interest  in  increasing  the  fund.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — That  depends  upon  the  verdict  being  admissible. 
If  that  be  out  of  the  question,  he  has  no  other  means  of 
proving  it.} 

(a)  6  Etp.  34. 
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Chadwick  Jones,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  case  has  been  ai^ed  on  a 
misapprehension  of  what  the  witness  said.  He  said  he  was 
entitled  to  be  paid,  ''  whether  the  plaintiff  was  paid  or 
not;''  he  has  therefore  no  interest  in  the  sum  recovered. 
The  verdict,  however,  might  be  evidence  to  shew  what  the 
plaintiff  got ;  and  consequently  the  witness  would  be  in- 
competent, unless  his  name  were  indorsed  on  the  record ; 
but  when  that  is  done,  the  objection  is  cured. 


Aldzrson,  B. — The  only  interest  the  witness  could  have 
is,  that  the  verdict  would  be  evidence  to  prove  the  amount 
he  would  be  entitled  to  claim ;  but  as  the  indorsement  on 
the  record  will  prevent  that,  he  can  have  no  interest  after- 
wards. 


OuRNBT,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


June  13. 


Warwick  v.  C.  Richardson. 


X  HE  following  case  was  sent  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court : — 


A  teitator  de- 

rised  his  real 

and  personal 

estate  to  D. 

and  R.,  upon  trust  to  sell|  and  to  invest  the  sum  of  iS  10,000,  arising  therefrom,  in  the  public  funda 

or  real  securities,  for  the  benefit  of  certain  persons  mentioned  in  the  will.     The  money  waa 

not  so  invested,  but  with  D/s  consent  was  received  by  R.,  and  used  by  him  in  his  private  trade; 

and  R.  gave  to  D.  a  bond,  conditioned  to  keep  him  harmless  and  indemnified  against  aU 

actions,  suits,  proceedings,  claims,  demands,  loss,  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  ezpensea,  oo 

account  of  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  or  by  reason  of  R.'s  being  permitted  to  hold  the  same : 

^^Heldf  that  this  bond  was  valid  in  law. 

The  legatees  having  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  the  trustees  and  their  representativett 
claiming  payment  of  the  j^l  0,000  and  interest,  obtained  a  decree  whereby  it  was  declared  that 
D.  and  R.  were  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  pay  that  sum :  and  the  legatees  carried  in  a  claim 
against  D.'s  estate  for  that  amount,  but  no  money  was  received  therefrom : — Ueldf  that  the 
representatives  of  D.  were  entitled  to  recover  from  R.,  in  an  action  on  the  bond,  the  whole 
amount  of  iS10,0OO^and  interest,  and  that  their  claim  was  not  limited  to  the  amount  of  costs 
actually  incurred  and  paid  by  them  in  the  Chancery  suiL 
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John  Pollard,  by  his  will,  dated  the  10th  of  March,  Ejteh,  rf  puob, 
1810,  devised  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  use  of  ,  ^^^*  ^ 
Ralph  Day  and  John  Dingely  Eichardson,  their  heirs,  ex-  Warwick 
editors,  &c.,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  from  the  richaboson. 
monies  arising  therefrom,  that  they  should  stand  possessed 
of  the  sum  of  £10,000,  and  invest  the  same  in  the  pur- 
chase of  stock  in  the  public  funds,  or  in  real  securities, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  Susan 
Ciooper  and  Joseph  Yates  Cooper,  her  husband,  for  their 
respective  lives,  and  after  their  deaths,  to  their  children. 
By  a  codicil,  J.  Y.  Cooper  was  appointed  an  executor 
jointly  with  R.  Day  and  J.  D.  Richardson.  The  testator 
J.  Pollard  died  in  1817,  and  in  the  same  year  J.  D.  Rich- 
ardson and  R.  Day  alone  proved  the  will,  and  acted  under 
the  same.  They  did  not  invest  the  sum  of  iS10,000  in  the 
purchase  of  stock  in  the  public  funds,  or  in  real  securities, 
but  the  whole  was,  with  the  consent  of  R.  Day,  received 
by  J.  D.  Richardson,  and  used  by  him  in  his  private  trade. 
In  1818  Cooper  and  Richardson  gave  to  Ralph  Day  a  joint 
and  several  bond.  In  this  bond  it  was  recited,  that  J.  Y. 
Cooper  and  Susan  his  wife,  and  Richardson,  had  requested 
Day  to  permit  Richardson  to  employ  the  sum  of  j£lO,000 
in  his  trade,  according  to  an  arrangement  made  between 
them  j  and  that  Day  had  consented  thereto,  on  being  in- 
demnified in  respect  of  such  sum,  and  that  such  sum  had 
been  accordingly  taken  by  and  was  then  in  the  hands  of 
Richardson.  The  condition  was,  that  if  Cooper  and  Rich- 
ardson, or  either  of  them,  their  heirs,  executors,  &;c., 
''  should  at  aU  times  thereafter  save,  defend,  keep  harm- 
less and  indemnified  the  said  R.  Day,  his  heirs,  executors, 
&c.,  against  all  manner  of  actions,  suits,  causes  of  action 
and  suit,  proceedings,  claims,  demands,  loss,  costs,  charges, 
damages  and  expenses  whatsoever,  which  should  be  brought, 
commenced,  prosecuted,  or  made  against  them,  or  which 
they  should  bear,  pay,  suflfer,  sustain,  expend,  or  be  put 
to,  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  or  by  reason  of 
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Mxek.  of  Pleat,  Richardson  being  permitted  to  hold  the  same^  then  the  obli- 


1842. 


gation  should  be  void^  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  and 
Warwick      virtue.'*  Day  died  in  1818,  having  appointed  T.  Seddonhis 
RicHAaDBON.    executor.     Cooper  died  in  1833,  leaving  his  wife  and  three 

children  him  surviving.  Richardson  died  in  1833,  and 
administration  of  his  estate  was  granted  to  the  present  de- 
fendant The  sum  of  £10,000  was  never  invested,  and 
remained  due  and  unaccounted  for  hj  Richardson  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  In  1833,  two  of  the  children  of  Cooper 
filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  Christopher  Richardacm 
and  T.  Seddon  and  others,  claiming  payment  of  the  sum 
of  £10,000,  with  interest,  and  a  decree  was  obtained  in 
1836,  whereby  it  was  declared  that  J.  R.  Richardson  and 
R.  Day  became  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  pay  that 
sum.  The  plaintiffs  in  that  suit  have  carried  in,  against 
the  estate  of  Day,  a  claim  to  the  sum  of  £10,000  and  in- 
terest. No  payment  has  been  made  out  of  the  estate  of 
R.  Day,  on  account  of  the  sum  of  £10,000. 

It  is  admitted  that  Seddon  has  been  put  to  costs  in  the 
suit  of  Cooper  v.  Richardson,  and  paid  £10  on  account  of 
such  costs,  out  of  the  assets  of  Day.  Seddon  claims  to  be 
a  creditor  to  the  estate  of  Richardson,  under  the  bond  of 
1818. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whethar 
Seddon,  as  the  surviving  executor  of  R.  Day,  is  entitled  to 
recover  any  and  what  sum  of  money  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  said  bond,  from  the  personal  representative  of  J.  IX 
Richardson,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  assets. 

The  point  to  be  contended  for  by  T.  Seddon  was|,  that 
he  was  entitled,  as  executor  of  Day,  to  recover  under  the 
bond,  from  the  personal  estate  of  J.  D.  Richardson,  the 
sum  of  £10,000,  with  interest  from  the  day  of  his  death. 

The  defendant's  points  were,  first,  that  the  bond  was  void 
in  law,  and  that  Seddon  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any- 
thing  from  the  representative  of  Richardson.     Seocuidl^i 
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that  Seddon,  if  entitled  to  recover  anything,  could  only  S*ek.  iff  pieat, 
recover  the  sum  of  j£10,  paid  by  him  out  of  the  assets  of    ^  ^  '   . 
Day  for  costs  in  the  suit.  Warwick 

RiCHA&OSOV* 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  30th  of  May,  by 

JV.  H.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  the  whole  sum  of  £10,000  upon  this  bond.  This 
was  a  case  where  a  sum  of  £10,000  was  appropriated  to 
meet  a  specific  legacy,  but  was  lent  to  or  retained  by  the 
executor  Richardson,  and  used  by  him  in  his  trade,  with 
the  assent  of  his  co-executor,  instead  of  being  invested  in 
real  securities,  pursuant  to  the  trusts  of  the  will.  There 
was  no  person  to  invest  it  in  real  securities,  except  Richard- 
son or  Cooper,  and  Day,  the  obligors  and  obligee .  of  this 
bond,  which  seems  to  have  been  given  for  the  express  pur- 
pose  of  giving  a  right  of  action  at  law.  It  is  said  the  bond 
is  void,  because  this  application  of  the  money  was  a  breach 
of  trust.  But  the  obligor  cannot  come  into  court  to  say 
that.  This  is  no  question  of  public  policy,  but  altogether 
a  matter  of  private  interest.  There  is  nothing  in  the  com- 
mon or  statute  law  to  render  such  a  bond  void.  Then,  as 
to  the  amount  to  be  recovered,  it  is  clear  that  at  law  the 
judgment  would  be  for  the  whole  penalty.  It  will  be  said 
that  the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  the  actual  damages  sus- 
tained and  paid;  even  if  that  be  so,  yet  the  judgment  must  be 
to  recover  £20,000,  and  to  levy  only  £10 :  Wilde  v.  Clark-^ 
mm  (a),  Judd  v.  Evans  (&).  But  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
here  the  condition  is  "  to  save,  defend,  keep  harmless  and 
indemnified  the  said  R.  Day,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c., 
against  all  manner  of  actions,  suits,  causes  of  action  and 
suit,  proceedings,  claims,  demands,  loss,  costs,  charges,  da- 
mages, and  expenses  whatsoever,  which  should  be  brought, 
&c.,  or  made  against  them,  or  which  they  should  bear,  &c.,on 
account  of  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  or  by  reason  of  Rich- 

(n)  6  T.  R.  303.  (b)  Id.  309. 
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.  Exek.  c/  Pleat,  ardson  being  permitted  to  hold  the  same/'    It  is  not  ne- 

-     cessary,  therefore,  in  order  to  constitute  a  breach  of  the 

Warwick      condition,  that  a  suit  should  have  been  commenced :  the 

BicuAKDtoK.    obligors  are  to  interpose  and  save  the  parties  harmless 

against  every  claim  and  demand  whatsoever.  The  words 
of  the  condition  have  a  different  and  stronger  meaning 
than  merely  to  indemnify  against  damages  actually  sus- 
tained. The  parties  clearly  intended  present  payment,  on 
demand,  of  the  whole  £10,000,  in  order  to  its  being  in* 
vested  pursuant  to  the  will.  In  Com.  Dig.  Condition,  (I«), 
it  is  laid  down  that  "  a  condition  to  indemnify  against  A. 
is  broken  by  his  threatening  to  beat  the  obligee,  by  reason 
of  which  he  dares  not  go  about  his  business.^'  There  no 
damage  whatever  is  incurred,  but  merely  an  apprehension 
of  injury.  So,  "  If  a  condition  be  to  save  harmless  from 
an  obligation  in  which  he  is  boimd  to  A.,  the  obligor  ought 
to  discharge  it  by  release  or  otherwise.  So,  if  it  be  to  save 
harmless  Jrom  all  suits  and  demands  concerning  that  obli- 
gation.'' "  So,  if  the  obligation  be  forfeited,  whereby  he 
is  liable  to  be  sued:  ^  fortiori  if  he  be  sued,  although  the 
obligation  be  satisfied  before  execution.''  [^Alderson,  B. — 
To  restore  a  party  to  his  former  state,  after  suffering  him 
to  receive  harm,  is  not  to  save  him  harmless.  Rolfe,  B. — 
Does  not  the  argument  seem  to  go  to  this,  that  eo  instanH 
that  the  bond  was  executed,  the  obligors  were  liable?] 
No ;  but  as  soon  as  a  demand  was  made  for  the  investment 
of  the  money  by  the  representatives  of  the  obligee.  Abbots 
V.  Johnson  (a),  Brofughtovls  case  (6),  Barkly  v.  Kempstow  (c), 
are  all  authorities  to  shew  that  the  danger  of  being  sued  is 
a  damnification^  and  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  such  a 
bond  as  this,  without  actual  suit  or  payment.  It  may  be 
said,  that  Cooper,  or  the  executors  of  Richardson,  may  pay 
the  rest  of  the  £10,000  to  the  parties  entitled  under  the 
will ;  but  it  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  bond,  to  be  paid  to 

(a)  3  Bulstr.233.  {b)  5  Rep.  24.  (c)  Cro.  Eliz.  123. 
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Day,  that  he  aiid  Richardson  conjointly  might  invest  it  in  Etch,  of  Pleas, 
real  secnrity.  The  statute  8  &  9  WiU.  3,  c.  11,  s.  8,  will  ^  ^^^'  , 
not  affect  this  case ;  because,  on  the  suit  being  instituted  Warwick 
against  Day's  executor,  there  was  an  entire  breach  of  the  Righakmok. 
condition,  and  the  whole  damages  were  recoverable  then 
or  not  at  all.  The  statute  applies  only  where  there  is  a 
succession  of  breaches.  Lethbridge  v.  Mytton  (a)  is  an  an* 
thority  strongly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  There  the  de- 
fendant, by  his  marriage  settlement,  conveyed  estates  upon 
certain  trusts,  and  covenanted  with  the  trustees  to  pay  off 
incumbrances  on  the  estates,  to  the  amount  of  £19,000^ 
within  a  year  j  and  it  was  held,  that  on  his  failing  to  do  so, 
the  trustees  were  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  d£  19,000  in 
an  action  of  covenant,  though  no  special  damage  was  laid 
or  proved.  That  was  a  strong  case,  because  it  was  not  a 
covenant  to  pay  to  the  covenantees,  and  it  could  not  be  said 
that  they  were  at  all  damnified.  But  Parke,  J.,  says — 
**  At  law  the  trustees  were  entitled  to  have  this  estate  un- 
incumbered at  the  end  of  a  year  from  the  marriage :  how 
could  that  be  enforced,  unless  they  could  recover  the  whole 
amount  of  the  incumbrances  in  an  action  on  the  coven- 
ant?'' So  here,  immediately  on  suit  or  demand,  the  whole 
damages  are  recoverable,  in  order  that  the  money  may  be 
invested.  Carr  v.  Roberts  {b)  is  a  still  stronger  case.  There, 
by  indenture  reciting  that  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay 
off  certain  mortgages  and  debts  of  J.  W.,  he  covenanted  to 
save,  protect,  defend,  keep  harmless,  and  indemnify  J.  W., 
his  heirs,  &c.  from  the  payment  of  the  said  debts,  and  from 
all  actions,  suits,  claims,  or  demands  on  account  o!  them : 
and  it  was  held  that  this  amounted  to  a  covenant  not  only 
to  indemnify,  but  to  pay  the  debt.  Parke,  J.,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  adverts  to  the  distinction  between  tn- 
demmfyvng  and  saving  harmless.    Lamb  v.  Vice{c)  is  an 

(a)  2  B.  &  Adol.  772.         {b)  5  B.  &  Adol.  78  ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  42. 

(c)  6  M.  &  W.  467. 
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Exch,  if  PUat,  authority  to  the  same  effect,  and  shews  that  the  Court  will 

1842 

*  ^    look  at  the  object  and  intention  of  the  bond.     [Alderson, 

Warwick   •  B.,  referred  to  Penley  v.  fFatts  (a).]     Day  would  be  bound, 

jRicHABDsow.  in  order  to  saye  himself  from  all  harm,  to  invest  the 

iElO^OOO  and  pay  the  costs :  then  he  who  undertakes  to 

save  him  from  all  harm  must  enable  him  to  do  that. 


J.  L.  Adolphus,  contra. — ^First,  this  bond  is  void,  the 
condition  of  it  being  against  law,  because  in  fraud  of  the 
trust  under  which  the  parties  to  it  were  acting.  It 
is  a  bond,  not  to  secure  the  estate,  but  for  the  private 
indemnity  of  Day  against  any  inconvenience  he  may 
from  time  to  time  incur  by  conniving  at  the  misappro- 
priation of  the  money  by  Bichardson,  It  is  absurd  to 
say  the  intention  was  to  enable  Day  to  have  back  the 
money  in  order  to  invest  it.  If  so,  the  bond  must  be  for- 
feited instanter,  or  the  transaction  be  rescinded  at  once. 
Suppose  Richardson  had  died  insolvent.  Day  would  have 
come  in  as  a  specialty  creditor  on  his  estate,  ranking  before 
the  cestuis  que  trust.  The  effect  of  the  bond,  therefore, 
would  be  to  postpone  them,  who  might  otherwise  have 
come  at  once  upon  Richardson's  estate,  to  Day.  And  sup- 
posing Day's  estate  to  be  liable  to  other  creditors,  they 
would  come  in  pari  passu  with  the  cestuis  que  trust.  The 
bond  was  therefore  a  fraud  upon  the  trust,  as  well  in  in- 
tention as  in  effect.  Even  where  trustees  are  empowered 
to  lend  money  on  personal  security,  one  of  them  cannot 

be  a  borrower: v.  Walker  (6),  Brice  v.  Stokes  (c).   This 

bond  was  given  expressly  that  Day  might  not  perform  the 
duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the  will,  and  is  therefore  void. 
[Aldersan,  B. — You  are  making  a  court  of  law  the  judge  of 
a  matter  which  is  for  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of  equity. 
How  can  we  teU  that  a  court  of  equity  would  hold  it  a 
breach  of  trust  ?     What  violation  is  there  of  the  common 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  601.  (h)  5  Rubb.  7.  (e)  11  Ves.  319. 
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or  statute  law  ?]  The  Court  wiU  not  refuse  to  take  notice  &«*.  •/  Pieat, 
of  plain  points  of  equity.  Courts  of  law  take  notice  of  ^  ^^'  . 
trusts  for  some  purposes.  At  all  events^  the  Court  will '  Warwick 
take  cognizance  of  what  these  parties  were  bound  to  do  as  richardsoii. 
executors.  In  Shep.  Touch.  371,  it  is  said,  "  When  the 
thing  enjoined  or  restrained,  to  be  or  not  to  be  done  by 
the  condition,  is  such  a  thing  in  its  own  nature  as  that 
the  commission  or  omission  thereof  is  malum  in  se,  then 
not  only  the  condition,  but  the  whole  obligation  also,  is 
void  ab  initio.^^  And  in  another  place,  (Id.  132),  '^  If  the 
matter  of  the  condition  tend  to  provoke  or  further  the 
doing  of  some  unlawful  act,  or  to  restrain  or  forbid  a  man 
the  doing  of  his  duty,  the  condition  for  the  most  part  is 
void.''  A  similar  rule  is  laid  down  by  Parker,  C.  J.,  in 
Mitchel  V.  Reynolds  {a).  The  performance  of  this  trust 
was  a  duty  within  the  meaning  of  those  authorities,  and 
the  bond  was  void  for  the  violation  of  it.  In  the  case  of 
bonds  to  provide  a  settlement  on  the  separation  of  husband 
and  wife,  no  public  policy  intervenes,  and  yet  they  are  void. 
So  in  the  case  of  a  security  to  one  creditor  for  a  greater 
proportion  than  his  share  of  a  composition,  which  is  also 
void :  Cockshott  v.  Bennett  (6).  [Alderaon,  B. — ^There  it  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  distinct  fraud.]  So  is  this  transaction, 
in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  there  used.  It  is  a  col- 
lusion between  two  parties,  to  break  their  faith  towards  the 
persons  for  whose  benefit  they  have  undertaken  the  office 
of  trustees.  It  is  not  a  fraud  in  the  sense  of  deceit,  but  a 
fraud  in  law,  as  being  a  private  agreement  tending  to  a 
breach  of  their  fiduciary  duty.  That  duty  is,  to  take 
immediate  steps  to  have  the  fund  invested:  Jackman  v. 
MitcheU  (c).  In  Waldo  v.  Martin  {d),  an  agreement  was 
held  void  merely  as  being  wrongful  against  a  third  party. 
There  are  many  authorities  to  shew  that  a  party  cannot 
recover  against  another  upon  an  indemnity  against  the 

(a)  1  P.  WmK.  181.      (6)  2  T.  R.  763.        (c)  13  Ves.  581. 
(d)  4  B.  \  Cr.  319 ;  6  D.  &  R.  364. 
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Ejreh,  of  PUat,  consequences  of  their  jointly  doipg  an  unlawful  act,  al<- 

^     though  it  do  not  amount  to  a  criminal  offence :  Shackdl  v. 

w ARMTicK      Ro8ier{a),  Colbum  v.  Patmore  (6),  Merryweaiher  v.  Nixan  (c), 

Richardson.     Prole  V.  Wiggins  {d). 

The  second  question  is,  what  sum  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  against  the  estate  of  Bichardson,  supposing  the 
bond  valid.  That  ought  to  be  confined  to  the  iElO,  the 
amount  of  the  actual  damage.  The  terms  of  the  bond  are 
all  prospective,  and  import  a  continuing  guarantee  against 
successive  damnifications.  According  to  the  argument  on 
the  other  side,  the  bond  was  broken  instanter,  and  the 
words  of  the  condition  are  nugatory.  The  obligors  could 
not  have  meant  to  stand  accountable  for  the  whole  £10,000 
instanter,  but  only  to  cover  future  damage  actually  sus- 
tained. If  all  that  was  contemplated  was  to  compel  the 
investment  of  the  fund,  the  words  of  the  condition  are 
altogether  inapplicable.  They  all  point  to  a  continuing 
guarantee  against  any  damage  as  it  arises.  The  cases 
cited  on  the  other  side  are  distinguishable.  Broughtan'i 
case  was  the  case  of  a  counter-bond,  which  was  clearly 
forfeited.  Abbots  v.  Johnson  is  a  like  case.  The  au- 
thorities cited  from  Com.  Dig.  are  not  disputed;  nor 
is  it  denied  that  here  there  has  been  a  forfeiture  of  the 
bond  to  some  extent.  But  it  is  not  clear  that  Day's  es- 
tate will  pay,  or  be  in  danger  of  paying,  anything  be- 
yond the  £10;  all  may  be  paid  from  Bichardson's  es- 
tate. Day's  executor  is  fully  indemnified,  if  the  £10,000 
be  forthcoming,  and  his  costs  are  paid.  Lethbridge  v. 
Mytton  was  the  case  of  an  absolute  covenant  to  invest  a 
certain  sum  of  money  in  the  year.  [^Alderson,  B. — Here 
the  decree  makes  Seddon  liable  to  invest  the  £10,000.] 
It  is  merely  declaratory  on  that  point,  for  the  instruction 


(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  634;   3  Scott,        (c)  8  T.  R.  186. 
59.  {d)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  230 ;  3  Scott, 

(h)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  83.  607. 
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of  the  Master.     [Aldergon,  B. — He  is  charged  ^eith  a  debt  E*eh,  0/  PUas^ 
of  iS10,000;  how  do  you  save  him  harmless  but  by  paying     .   ^      . 
that  debt?]     The  possibility  that  he  may  have  to  pay  it  is     Warwick 
not  a  damage.      It  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  the  amount    Ricbardson. 
of  damage.     In  Carr  v.  Roberts,  the  party  undertook  not 
merely  to  indemnify,  but  to  pay.    The  distinction  between 
a  contract  to  pay  and  indemnify,  and  to  indemnify  merely, 
is  shewn  in  Penny  v.  Foy  {a),  and  CoUinge  v.  Heywood  (A). 
— He  cited  also  Sparkes  v.  Martindale  [c),  and  Y&ung  v. 
Taylor  {d). 

Watson  was  heard  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Alderson,  6. — In  this  case  we  shall  certify  our  opinion 
to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  Thomas  Seddon,  as  sur- 
viving executor  of  Ralph  Day,  is  entitled,  under  the  bond 
executed  by  John  Dingley  Richardson,  to  prove  for  the  full 
sum  of  £10,000,  together  with  interest,  and  the  costs 
which  he  has  incurred  in  the  Chancery  suit  in  which  the 
decree  has  been  made. 

We  propose  now  to  assign  shortly  our  reasons  for  so 
doing. 

The  bond  in  question  is  dated  the  28th  of  May,  1818, 
and  by  it  Joseph  Yates  Cooper  and  John  Dingley  Richard- 
son, and  their  representatives,  became  bound  in  the  penal 
sum  of  £20,000  to  Ralph  Day  and  his  representatives. 
The  condition  of  the  bond,  after  reciting  the  will  of  John 
Pollard,  by  which,  among  other  bequests,  he  left  to  Ralph 
Day  and  John  Dingley  Richardson  £10,000,  in  trust  for 
his  the  testator's  daughter,  Mrs.  Cooper,  and  her  children^ 

(a)  8  B.  &  Cr.  11.  (c)  8  East,  593. 

(ft)  9  Ad.  &  E.  633;  1  P.  &        (d)  8  Taunt.  315. 
D.  502. 


2M  CASES   IN   THE   BXCHEQUSB, 

Bxeh.  of  Pieoi,  proceeded  to  state^  that  that  sum  bad  been  accordingly 
'  ^  raised^  and  was  in  the  bands  of  John  Dingley  Richardson ; 
Warwick  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cooper  had  agreed  with  John  Dingley 
RicBAKMON.  Richardson  that  he  should  hold  and  employ  it  in  his 
business,  and  that  Ralph  Day,  the  co-trustee,  bad  conr> 
sented  thereto,  on  being  indemnified.  And  then  it  was 
provided,  that  if  they,  Mr.  Cooper  and  John  Dingley 
Richardson,  and  their  representatiyes,  should  fix>m  time 
to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  well  and  truly  savei 
defend,  keep  harmless  and  indemnified  the  said  Ralph 
Day,  his  heirs,  &c.,  from  all  actions,  suits,  causes  of  action 
and  suit,  proceedings,  claims,  demands,  loss,  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  whatsoever,  which  might  arise  for  or  by 
reason  of  the  said  legacy  of  d£  10,000,  or  any  part  thereof, 
or  the  interest  thereof,  or  by  reason  of  John  Dingley 
Richardson  being  permitted  to  hold  the  same,  the  obliga- 
tion should  be  void. 

In  consequence  of  this  legacy  having  been  thus  dealt 
with  by  the  two  trustees,  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Cooper  filed  their  bill  against  the  representatives  of  the 
trustees,  (who  are  both  dead),  and  in  the  decree  in  that 
suit  a  declaration  has  been  made  that  the  trustees  are 
jointly  and  severally  liable  to  make  good  the  legacy,  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent.  A  charge  has  been  since 
carried  in  against  the  estate  of  Ralph  Day,  but  no  sum  has 
as  yet  been  paid  out  of  his  funds.  The  case  however  states, 
that  the  representative  of  Ralph  Day  has  incurred  costs  in 
the  course  of  that  suit. 

The  question  now  is,  whether  he  has  a  claim  against  the 
estate  of  Richardson  under  this  bond ;  and  if  so,  to  what 
amount. 

Two  points  were  made  in  the  argument — First,  it  was 
contended  that  the  bond  was  void,  as  being  a  bond  of  in- 
demnity against  a  breach  of  trust,  and  that  the  case  there- 
fore fell  within  the  rule,  that  it  is  illegal  to  indemnify  a 
party  for  doing  a  wrong. 
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But  we  think  that  objection  is  not  well  founded.     All  ^^ch.  of  ptens, 

that  appears  on  the  face  of  this  case  is,  that  Richardson     ^ . 

was  to  be  allowed  to  hold  the  money,  upon  giving  this  Warwick 
bond  of  indemnity.  It  is  true  that,  for  certain  reasons  Richardson. 
peculiar  to  a  court  of  equity,  the  estate  of  a  trustee,  who 
suffers  trust-money  so  to  remain,  is  held  to  be  liable  to 
make  good  any  eventual  loss:  but  that  is  all.  There  is 
nothing  to  shew  us,  sitting  in  a  court  of  law,  that  there  is 
anything  necessarily  illegal  or  wrong  in  the  conduct  of  a 
trustee  who  has  been  a  party  to  such  an  arrangement. 
Indeed,  many  cases  might  easily  be  put,  which  would 
exonerate  him  from  blame  altogether.  The  whole  circum- 
stances of  the  case  must  be  looked  at  in  a  court  of  equity, 
before  any  opinion  can  properly  be  formed  on  the  subject ; 
and  we  have  no  means  of  judging  of  them.  This  objection 
therefore  fails,  and  the  question  is  reduced  to  the  consi- 
deration of  the  proper  amount  of  damages. 

Now,  as  to  this  point,  the  case  may  be  shortly  thus 
stated : — A.  has  agreed  to  save  harmless  his  co-trustee,  B., 
from  any  claim  which  may  arise  out  of  B.'s  permitting  him 
to  hold  and  use  a  legacy  of  £10,000,  instead  of  investing 
it  in  a  particular  way,  as  they  were  directed  to  do  by  the 
will  under  which  they  became  trustees.  In  consequence 
of  this,  a  claim  is  afterwards  made  by  the  cestuis  que  trust 
against  him,  the  result  of  which  is,  that  B.  is  ordered  to 
invest  £10,000,  with  interest  at  4  per  cent.,  and  is  forced 
to  incur  costs  in  the  discussion  of  that  suit.  Now,  what 
ought  A.  to  have  done,  in  order  to  save  B.  harmless  from 
this  claim  ?  Manifestly  he  ought  to  have  invested  £10,000 ; 
and  not  having  done  so,  ought  now  to  pay  that  sum  to  B., 
and  also  to  repay  those  costs  and  that  interest  which  B.  is 
now  obliged  to  pay.  We  think,  therefore,  that  this  is  the 
proper  amount  of  the  damages  to  which  A.  is  liable  under 
the  bond.  For  this  will  indemnify  B.  against  the  pay- 
ments to  which  he  has  been  rendered  liable  in  consequence 

VOL.  X.  X  M.  w. 
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Sxeh,  of  Pleas,  of  A.  uot  having  sEvcd  him  harmless,  by  investing  the  sum 
.  ^^l^'   .    of  £10,000  as  he  ought  to  have  done. 
Warwick         The  cases  cited  in  argument  are  all  distinguishable  from 

RicH%RD80N.  the  present.  The  breach  of  the  bond,  in  them,  consisted 
in  not  indemnifying  against  a  payment,  and  none  there* 
fore  took  place  till  a  payment  was  made,  and  the  amount 
depended  upon  and  was  measured  by  the  amount  of  such 
payment  abne.  Here,  the  breach  of  the  bond  is  not 
saving  Ralph  Day  and  his  representative  harmless  against 
the  claim  of  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cooper,  and  the 
proper  amount  of  damages  is  therefore  that  amount  to 
which  the  making  of  the  claim  subjects  him,  which  is  here 
the  sum  to  be  invested,  and  the  actual  loss  which  has  been 
subsequently  added  to  that  sum,  in  consequence  of  the 
claim  having  been  enforced  by  law  upon  the  party  to  be 
indemnified. 

These   are  the  reasons  upon  which  our  certificate  is 
founded. 

A  certificate  was  sent  accordingly. 


Jme  9.  Williams  v.  Gerry. 

On  an  iune  to  1-  ^^^  ^<^  ^m  issue  Under  the  Interpleader  Act,  to  try 
l^certJin**^*'*^  whether  certain  goods,  which  had  been  seized  by  the  she- 
goods,  which      riff  of  Cardiganshire  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  were  the  pro- 

the  plaintiff  i.     i  .      .  . 

claimed  un-  pcrty  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  one  Thomas  Davies,  against 
sale  *a  former  whom  that  writ  issucd.  The  cause  was  tried  before 
the  wmJ^'c^f,  ^^^^>  J->  ^^  ^l^e  last  Cardigan  assizes,  when  the  plaintiff 

but  which  had 

been  cancelled,  was  tendered  in  evidence  to  shew  that  the  second  bill  of  sale  was  given  bon& 

fide,  and  not  fraudulently.     This  document  having  been  rejected  at  the  trial,  on  the  ground 

that  it  was  not  stamped : — Htldf  that  it  was  properly  rejected,  and  was  inadmissible  without  a 

stamp. 
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claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  goods  by  virtue  of  a  bill  of  sale,  E*eh.  of  PUas, 
dated  the  2nd  of  January^  1840,  which  purported  to  be  a  *  ' 
conveyance  of  them  to  him  by  one  Davies^  his  brother-in- 
law^  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  £300  and  interest, 
which  was  therein  stated  to  have  been  advanced  at  dif- 
ferent times  by  the  plaintiff  to  Davies.  The  defendant 
alleged  that  the  transaction  was  a  fraudulent  one;  and 
the  plaintiff^  in  order  to  shew  that  it  was  not,  proposed  to 
give  in  evidence  a  former  assignment  of  the  same  goods, 
prepared  by  a  scrivener,  and  executed  by  Davies  on  the 
18th  of  October,  1839,  as  a  security  for  the  sum  of  j£180, 
b^g  a  portion  of  the  £300  which  had  been  then  advanced, 
on  which  the  word  ''  cancelled^'  was  written.  This  assign- 
ment was  not  stamped,  and  its  admissibility  was  objected 
to  on  that  ground.  The  learned  judge  refused  to  admit  it, 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant.  In  Easter 
Term,  E.  V,  WUHams  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejec- 
tion of  this  evidence :  against  which 

CkUton  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  plaintiff  contends  for  a 
strange  proposition,  that  he  is  first  to  put  in  an  assignment 
on  which  in  itself  he  cannot  rely,  and  then  that  he  may 
put  in  an  unstamped  instrument  to  make  it  available.  It 
was  held  in  Sweeting  v.  Hahe  (a),  that  a  jury  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  to  draw  a  conclusion  of  fact  from  an  un- 
stamped instrument.  It  is  said  on  the  other  side,  that  as 
the  first  assignment  was  cancelled,  the  plaintiff  does  not 
seek  to  give  effect  to  it,  but  to  use  it  merely  to  shew  what 
the  parties  meant;  but  he  does  seek  to  give  effect  to  it,  when 
he  uses  it  to  shew  what  the  parties  intended  at  the  time. 
There  would  be  extreme  danger  in  sanctioning  the  admis- 
sion of  such  evidence;  it  would  afford  to  a  dishonest  person 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  365;  4  Man.  &  R.  287. 
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Exeh,  of  Pieast  great  mcSitj  in  defeating  justice.  A  party  who  relies  upotf 
.  ^  ' .  an  instrument  is  bound  to  put  it  in,  and  he  cannot  do  so 
Williams  unless  it  be  properly  stamped ;  and  as  to  the  hardship  which 
Obrrt.  ^^  ^3  s^^  ^iU  occur  if  this  instrument  be  excluded,  when 
used  merely  to  shew  bona  fides,  the  same  occurs  in  ey&rj 
case  of  an  unstamped  contract.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — 
The  assignment  was  offered  in  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
parties  had  come  to  an  agreement  of  some  kind ;  if  that 
agreement  had  been  by  parol,  it  might  have  been  proved,  but 
as  it  was  reduced  into  writing,  it  ought  to  have  been  stamped. 
In  cases  where  a  party  seeks  to  shew  some  criminal  of- 
fence, where  you  treat  it  not  as  the  instrument  it  purports 
to  be,  it  is  otherwise.]  Where  an  instrument  which  re- 
quires a  stamp  is  allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  without 
one,  it  is  upon  the  principle  that  no  stamp  would  give  it  va- 
lidity; thus  in  the  case  of  a  forged  bill  of  exchange,  the  docu- 
ment is  not  what  it  purports  to  be,  and  a  stamp  would  not 
render  it  available.  In  Dover  v.  Maesiaer  {a),  it  was  held 
that  a  note  given  by  a  voter  who  had  been  bribed,  for  repay- 
ment of  the  sum  given  to  him  in  order  to  secure  his  vote, 
might  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  action  of  debt  for  the 
bribery,  though  not  stamped,  to  prove  the  fact  of  bribery. 
There  the  paper  was  in  form  a  promissory  note,  but  in 
fact  it  was  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  never  intended  to  be 
so.  So  it  has  been  held,  that  an  illegal  policy  of  insurance 
on  lottery  tickets  may  be  read  in  evidence  without  being 
stamped :  Holland  v.  Duffin  (b).  That,  again,  was  because  it 
was  illegal,  and  no  stamp  imposed  upon  it  would  give  it  va. 
lidity.  And  in  Nash  v.  Duncomb  (c),  where  the  defence  to 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note  for  money  lent  was  that 
the  loan  was  usurious,  it  was  held  that  an  unstamped 
agreement  as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  note  was  given, 
might  be  given  in  evidence  without  a  stamp.    If  a  party 

(a)  5  Esp.  92.  (Jb)  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  58. 

(c)  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  104. 
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produces  an  instrument,  relying  on  its  illegality^  and  to  Ejeeh.  of  puat, 
destroy  its  effect,  it  ia  admissible  for  that  purpose ;  but     ^  ^ 

even  in  criminal  cases,  if  the  instrument  is  treated  as  good,  Williams 
it  cannot  be  read.  An  instance  is  given  in  Starkie  on  Gbrrt. 
Evidence  (a),  where,  upon  an  indictment  against  a  clerk 
for  embezzliug  his  master's  money,  Bayley,  J.,  held  that  an 
unstamped  receipt  given  by  the  servant  to  the  debtor  who 
paid  him  the  money,  was  not  evidence  against  the  pri- 
soner. And  in  Rex  v.  Gillson{b),  upon  an  indictment  for 
arson  with  intent  to  defraud  an  insurance  office,  an  un- 
stamped memorandum  indorsed  on  the  policy  was  held  not 
to  be  admissible  by  the  judges,  upon  a  case  reserved  for 
their  opinion.  Lord  TetUerden,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  in  Jardine  v.  Payne  (c),  says,  "  We  are  of  opi- 
nion, however,  that  an  unstamped  biU,  or  one  improperly 
stamped,  cannot  be  read  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  the  con- 
tract, or  any  part  of  it,  in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff 
sues.  Such  an  instrument  may  be  looked  at  by  the  Court 
for  the  purpose  of  seeing  whether  it  requires  a  stamp,  or 
is  properly  stamped,  that  being  a  part  of  the  duty  of  the 
judges,  with  which  the  jury  have  nothing  to  do,  and 
of  which  they  are  supposed  to  take  no  cognizance.  It 
may  be  looked  at  by  the  jury  also  for  a  collateral  object, 
as  was  done  in  the  case  of  Gregory  v.  Frazer  (d),  where 
the  defence  was,  that  the  maker  of  a  note  was  drunk 
at  the  time  the  money  was  advanced,  and  was  imposed 
upon  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  handwriting  of  the  note 
was  vouched  as  proof  of  that  fact.''  That  is  an  au- 
thority directly  in  point,  for  there  the  Court  refused  to  lay 
before  the  jury  a  bill  improperly  stamped,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  amount  referred  to  in  a  dis- 
tinct acknowledgment  of  the  debt.  That  case  is  decisive 
of  the  present.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  statute  says  that 
the  instrument  "  shall  not  be  pleaded  or  given  in  evidence 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  772,  2nd  edit  (c)  1  B.  &  Adol.  670. 

(b)  1  Taunt  96.  (</)  3  Camp.  464. 
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BxcKofPUas,  in  any  court,  or  admitted  in  any  court  to  be  good,  useful, 

or  available  in  law  or  equity/^  That  means  a  pleading,  or 
giving  in  evidence  by  a  party  to  a  suit.  In  criminal  case8,how. 
ever,  the  crown  is  not  a  party  to  a  suit ;  nor  can  it  be  said 
to  avail  itself  of  the  instrument,  or  make  it  good  or  useful. 
The  question  is,  can  it  be  received  at  all  as  evidence,  where 
the  object  is  to  make  it  beneficial  or  available  to  the  party 
producing  it?]  A  cancelled  instrument  cannot  be  different 
from  an  instrument  functum  officio ;  and  in  the  case  of  in- 
dentures of  apprenticeship^  it  has  been  held  that  they  cannot 
be  received  in  evidence  without  a  stamp,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  apprenticeship  (a).  [Alderson,  B. — In  Rex  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Pendleton  {b),  the  Court  did  look  at  an  un- 
stamped instrument  to  see  if  the  term  had  expired,  but 
that  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  parol 
evidence  was  receivable  to  prove  the  yearly  service  after  the 
term  expired.]  The  Court  were  there  acting  in  accordance 
with  the  rule  laid  down  in  Sweeting  v.  Halse  and  Reed  v. 
Deere  (e),  that  the  Court  can  look  at  an  unstamped  docu- 
ment, in  order  to  ascertain  the  admissibility  of  other  testi- 
mony, and  also  that  it  may  be  used  where  a  witness  looks  at 
it  merely  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory.  {Alder^ 
son,  B. — Gregory  v.  Frazer  is  also  distinguishable  on  an- 
other ground;  the  action  was  for  money  lent,  and  under  the 
old  general  issue  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  defeated  upon 
proving  that  a  promissory  note  had  been  given ;  then  he 
produced  it  to  shew  that  no  such  instrument  was  given, 
which  was  a  collateral  purpose.]  Coppock  v.  Bower  (rf)  was 
also  a  case  where  the  instrument  was  held  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  insisting  on  the  illegality  of  the  transaction; 
but  here  the  plaintiff  wanted  the  agreement  to  be  put  in, 
to  shew  that  it  had  been  once  valid. 


(a)    Rex  7.  Inhabitants    of  St,         (c)  7  B.  &  Cr.  261. 
Paul,  Bedford,  6  T.  R.  452.  (rf)  4  M.  &  W.  361. 

{h)  15  East,  440. 
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E.  V.  fVUliama  and  NichoH,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  ^^*-  of  PUas, 
rules  of  evidence  are  precisely  the  same,  whether  they  are  '  ^ 

applied  to  civil  or  criminal  cases.  A  conspiracy  was  here  Williams 
imputed  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  brother-in-law  Davies,  and  G«RBy. 
the  question  must  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  if  it 
had  arisen  upon  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy.  Can  it 
be  contended  that  upon  such  a  charge  this  evidence  ought 
to  have  been  rejected  ?  The  law  does  not  admit  unstamped 
instruments  for  the  purpose  of  proving  guilt  only,  but  also 
for  the  purpose  of  demonstrating  innocence.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B.  —That  is  quite  a  different  thing.  Suppose 
the  prosecutor  proved  fraud  aliunde^  could  the  party 
charged  shew  a  valid  contract  by  an  unstamped  instrument  ? 
Here  you  are  setting  up  this  instrument  in  order  to  give 
effect  to  it.  Alderson,  B. — ^You  are  contending,  in  effect, 
that  the  declarations  of  a  prisoner  are  not  only  receivable 
against  him,  but  also  admissible  for  him ;  but  that  is  not 
so.]  Previously  to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Hawkeswood{a), 
some  doubt  existed  whether  unstamped  documents  could 
be  received  in  evidence  in  criminal  cases ;  but  in  that  case 
it  was  held,  that  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, the  bill  may  be  given  in  evidence  although  it  be 
not  stamped.  Lord  Kenyon,  indeed,  in  WhitwtU  v.  Dims^ 
dale  (6),  denied  that  case  to  be  law,  and  held  that  an  agree- 
ment not  stamped  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  for  any 
purpose  whatever,  either  to  establish  or  defeat  it.  How- 
ever, it  appears  from  the  note  to  that  case,  that  he  after- 
wards approved  of  the  decision  in  Hawkeswood's  case.  In 
JRex  V.  Pooley  (c),  where  that  case  was  cited,  the  true 
ground  of  the  exception  is  pointed  out,  viz.  that  such  do- 
cuments may  be  used  for  a  collateral  purpose.  Here  the 
purpose  for  which  the  document  was  attempted  to  be  used 


{a)  1  Leach,  C.  C.  257.  (6)  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  167. 

(e)  3Bo8.&Pul.  31K 
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BjTch.ofPieaSf  was  Collateral.     It  was  to  rebut  the  imputation  that  the 

second  assignment  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  to  defeat 
the  execution.     It  shewed  that  the  assignment  in  January, 
1840,  was  not  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  upon  the  pressure 
of  the  moment;  but  that  on  an  occasion  when  the  plaintiff 
was  not  in  difficulties,  he  had  executed  another  assignment 
for  a  debt  previously  due,  and  it  was  admissible  for  that  pur- 
pose.    As  to  Gregory  v.  Frazer^  it  has  always  been  under- 
stood by  the  profession  that  the  note  was  given  in  evidence 
by  the  defendant;  and  the  observations  of  Lord  EUenbo- 
rough  lead  to  that  conclusion.     The  mode  in  which  the 
question  arose  was  probably  this :  the  defendant  naturaUy 
inquired  whether  there  was  any  memorandum  of  the  loan, 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  produced  the  unstamped  note; 
and  thereupon  the  defendant  proposed  to  read  it,  but  the 
plaintiff  objected  to  it.     If  it  had  not  been  objected  to,  the 
plaintiff  might  have  given  it  in  evidence  to  shew  the  loan 
of  the  money.     In  this  case  the  charge  is,  that  these  par- 
ties have  been  guilty  of  a  conspiracy.     Suppose  this  had 
been  an  indictment  for  larceny,  and  the  defence  was  that 
the  plaintiff  took  these  goods  under  a  bon&  fide  claim  of 
right,  could  he  not  have  given  in  evidence  such  a  deed  as 
this?  and  would  it  not  have  been  admissible  without  a 
stamp?     [Alderson,  B. — Is  not  that  a  fallacy?     The  issue 
is  not  the  same :  in  the  one  case  the  document  is  put  in  to 
shew  that  it  is  a  valid  instrument ;  in  the  other,  that  it  is 
not.]     Upon  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  it  is  clear  that 
such  an  unstamped  instrument  as  this  would  have  been 
good  evidence  for  the  prosecution  :    Rex  v.  Fowle  (a).    It 
is  laid  down  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  Keable  v.  Payne  (ft),  that 
there  is  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a  civil  and  a 
criminal  proceeding.     Then,  if  the  Stamp  Acts  cannot  be 


(a)  4  Car.  &  Pay.  592. 
(6)  8  Ad.  &  EH.  559;  3  Nev.  &  P.  631. 
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used  to  screen  frauds  may  they  not  be  used  to  prevent  the  in-  Exeh,  o/Pieoif 
nocent  from  acquitting  themselves  ?  If  such  an  instrument  ^  ^"'  . 
be  admissible  to  establish^  it  follows  as  a  necessary  conse-  Williams 
quence  that  it  may  be  used  to  repel,  a  charge  of  fraud. 
[Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — There  I  differ  with  you  toto  coelo. 
In  the  one  case  the  party  offers  the  instrument  in  evidence 
to  demolish  it;  in  the  other,  to  support  it.  In  Rex  v.  Fowle 
the  object  was  not  to  set  it  up.]  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  document  was  put  in  evidence  there  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  valid.  In  Keable  v.  Payne,  LUtledale,  J.,* 
says,  "  Although  stat.  31  Geo.  3,  c.  25,  s.  10,  uses  the 
words  '  available  in  law  or  equity,'  yet  these  must  be  un- 
derstood with  some  qualification,  as  indeed  is  admitted  by 
the  counsel  who  support  the  rule,  in  the  cases  of  forgery 
and  usury.  They  contend,  however,  that  the  evidence  is 
receivable  only  where  the  instrument  is  the  immediate 
subject  of  prosecution.  But  the  question  here  being  whe- 
ther Mann  committed  the  fraud,  the  act  of  Mann  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  though  it  consist  in  writing  on  un- 
stamped paper.''  And  Pattesan,  J.,  says,  "  Whether 
against  the  person  accused  of  the  fraud  or  a  third  party, 
the  principle  must  be  the  same,  if  the  question  turn  on  the 
fact  of  fraud.  If  it  were  necessary  in  a  civil  action  to  shew 
that  there  had  been  a  felony  or  an  obtaining  by  false  pre- 
tences, the  evidence  would  be  admissible  as  if  the  case  were 
that  of  an  indictment  for  the  felony  or  fraud."  There  the 
principle  is  extended  to  make  an  unstamped  instrument 
admissible,  though  used  to  shew  fraud  in  a  third  party. 
One  would  have  thought  that  if  the  document  were  admis- 
sible to  shew  fraud,  it  would  equally  be  admissible  to  shew 
no  fraud.  Here  the  plaintiff  did  not  rely  upon  it,  or  set  it 
up  as  a  valid  subsisting  instrument,  but  merely  sought  to 
explain  his  procuring  a  fresh  security,  and  to  rebut  this 
charge  of  fraud.  It  is  equally  an  extension  of  the  strict 
words  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  whether  it  be  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  guilt  or  proving  innocence. 
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Ssch.qf  Pleat,      Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  must  own  that,  in  the  early  part 

of  this  discussion,  I  entertained  a  strong  opinion  upon  the 
case;  and  although  there  is  no  one  more  likely  than  Mr. 
Williams,  from  his  learning  and  acuteness,  to  shake  that 
opinion,  he  has  wholly  failed  to  do  so.  It  is  diflSicnlt  to  deny 
many  of  the  abstract  propositions  advanced  by  him,  but  if 
the  particular  circumstances  of  this  case  are  looked  at, 
nothing  can  be  more  clear.  The  Stamp  Act,  for  the  sake 
of  the  revenue,  was  intended  to  exclude  the  reception  in 
*  evidence  of  such  instruments  as  this,  unless  stamped,  when- 
ever they  are  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  making  them 
available;  that  is  to  say,  of  setting  them  up  and  giving  effect 
to  them.  Therefore,  in  every  case  where  a  question  arises 
between  the  parties  in  a  cause  as  to  the  evidence  which  may 
be  given, — for  instance,  in  the  case  of  an  agreement,  which 
is  the  subject  of  the  action,  or  has  some  collateral  relation 
to  it,  the  moment  you  ask  whether  it  is  in  writing,  and  it 
turns  out  to  be  so,  no  other  evidence  than  the  written  do- 
cument being  producible,  if  it  proves  to  be  unstamped, 
it  must  be  rejected.  So  with  regard  to  promissory  notes 
and  bills  of  exchange,  and  all  matters  which  are  the  sub- 
ject of  the  Stamp  Acts;  unless  they  are  stamped  when  they 
are  produced,  they  must  be  rejected,  wherever  they  are 
produced  to  shew  that  they  have,  or  ever  had,  any  validity. 
But  the  case  is  different  when  the  purpose  is  not  to  give 
them  effect,  bnt  to  defeat  them,  and  to  shew  that  they 
were  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  fraud  and  conspinu7. 
Thus,  if  there  were  a  conspiracy,  and  the  parties  intended, 
inter  se,  to  take  certain  measures  to  gain  an  advantage  from 
an  agreement,  although  it  be  not  stamped,  it  is  received 
in  evidence  to  shew  a  guilty  mind.  There  it  is  used,  not 
with  a  view  to  set  it  up,  but  to  shew  that  it  was  absolutely 
void,  and  as  evidence  of  a  fraud,  and  of  the  guilty  purpose  in 
which  the  parties  to  it  were  engaged.  So,  if  a  man  forges 
a  bill  of  exchange,  and  puts  it  upon  a  wrong  stamp,  is  it 
to  be  said  that,  because  it  is  forged  upon  a  wrong  stamp, 
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the  forgery  cannot  be  established  in  a  court  of  law?  It  Exeh.qfPiea$, 
would  not  be  the  less  a  fraud  or  forgery  on  that  account^ 
and  to  hold  the  document  inadmissible  would  manifestly 
be  a  departure  firom  the  spirit  and  letter  of  the  act  of  Par- 
liament. The  ground  upon  which  it  is  admitted  in  such 
cases  is^  that  it  is  not  a  valid  instrument^  but  merely  evi- 
dence of  the  fraud ;  and  that  the  party  may  produce  such 
an  instrument^  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  it.  The  cases 
in  the  King's  Bench^  which  were  cited  for  the  plaintiff^ 
and  in  which  I  perfectly  concur^  were  decided  upon  this 
principle^  and  so  also  was  the  case  of  Coppock  v.  Bower 
in  this  Court.  There  a  party^  having  been  charged  with 
bribery  before  a  committee^  entered  into  a  corrupt  agree- 
ment to  withdraw  and  give  up  his  seat  in  Parliament^  and 
give  £500^  the  other  party  stipulating  to  support  him  upon 
his  next  attempt  in  the  borough.  That  agreement  was 
considered  to  be  evidence  in  support  of  the  plea^  which  set 
forth  the  corrupt  agreement  upon  which  the  promissory 
note  was  given.  It  was  adduced  there^  not  to  give  effect 
to  it^  but  to  destroy  the  whole  transaction^  by  shewing 
that  the  res  gestse  were  in  themselves  illegal  and  corrupt. 
So  also^  an  agreement  without  a  stamp  is  evidence  in  cases 
of  usury^  to  prove  the  course  of  proceedings  and  shew 
that  the  parties  entered  into  a  corrupt  contract.  But  a 
party  charged  with  usury  could  not  give  in  evidence  an 
unstamped  agreement  to  rebut  such  a  charge.  In  the 
former  case  he  treats  it  as  an  unlawful  and  void  instru- 
ment^  in  the  other  he  seeks  to  set  it  up  as  available.  An 
ingenious  man  might  put  a  thousand  cases  in  which  it 
might  be  difficult  to  say  it  was  not  evidence.  Suppose  a 
man  could  explain  away  an  offence  by  shewing  that  he 
acted  under  a  mistake  derived  from  a  written  instrument ; 
to  shew  that^  he  offers  it  in  evidence^  not  as  a  valuable  and 
available  instrument^  and  to  establish  a  right,  but  only 
in  order  to  rebut  the  accusation  of  a  guilty  mind.   In  such 
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Bjrek.  rf  pieatt  a  case  I  do  not  conceive  that  the  document  could  not 

have  been  given  in  evidence  if  unstamped^  though  there 


Williams  ^ay  be  somc  doubt  on  that  point;  but  Mr. 
Gerby.  object  was  not  to  establish  such  a  case,  or  to  shew  that 
the  instrument  was  void  in  law,  but  to  use  it  as  evidence 
.of  a  binding  contract  between  the  parties,  which  thejr 
then  meant  to  act  upon,  available,  though  not  availing, 
and  which,  upon  payment  of  the  duty,  would  have  be- 
come good.  It  was  sought  to  establish  the  bona  fides 
and  the  purity  of  their  intention,  and  that  they  in- 
tended to  do  at  that  time  what  they  did  some  months 
afterwards, — ^which  in  effect  was  to  make  the  deed  avail- 
able. On  the  other  hand,  supposing  that  the  de- 
fendant had  taken  upon  himself  the  onus  probandi, 
in  the  first  instance,  that  the  whole  transaction  was  a 
fraud,  I  do  not  say  that  he  might  not  have  given  this 
assignment  in  evidence,  and  shewn  that  it  originated 
in  a  firaudulent  conspiracy,  and  that  it  was  merely  odour- 
able,  being  intended  by  and  by  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
it  was  used  for  before  a  jury;  or  that  the  parties  were 
hatching  up  evidence  firom  time  to  time,  to  be  used  only 
when  the  immediate  necessity  arose,  and  the  time  came 
for  the  fi*aud  to  be  practised,  and  it  was  then  done  away 
with;  it  might,  I  think,  be  evidence  of  such  a  corrupt  agree- 
ment, and  to  shew  such  a  conspiracy.  It  was,  therefore, 
an  instrument  which  might  be  evidence  for  the  party  who 
sought  to  attack  it,  but  not  for  a  party  whose  object  was 
to  support  it.  In  my  opinion,  an  unstamped  instrument 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  wherever  the  party  tenders 
it  with  a  view  to  give  any  legal  effect  to  it  whatever. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  clearly  of  the  same  opinion,  that 
this  instrument  was  inadmissible.  I  take  the  rule  to  be  as 
his  Lordship  has  laid  it  down,  that  when  an  instrument  is 
produced  in  order  to  be  set  up  as  an  agreement^  and  to 
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give  effect  to  it  as  a  contract^  you  cannot  give  it  in  evi-  Rrch.  of  PUat, 
dence  unless  it  has  a  stamp.  Now  here  it  was  attempted  to 
be  set  up^  and  to  have  effect  given  to  it;  that  is  to  say^  it  was 
propounded  as  an  instrument  valid  and  effectual  for  the 
purpose  of  conveying  the  property  mentioned  in  it  at  the 
time  it  was  executed^  and  as  having  a  capacity  to  be  made 
available  in  law.  I  think^  therefore^  it  was  properly  re- 
jected. The  only  cases  in  which  such  an  instrument  is 
allowed  to  be  given  in  evidence  without  a  stamp  are  where 
it  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  it  never  had  any 
validity  at  all^  but  was  merely  colourable ;  and  where  the 
fact  that  the  party  has  entered  into  an  agreement  which  is 
illegal  from  the  beginnings  is  a  material  fact  in  the  case, 
as  it  was  in  Coppock  v.  Bower. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  quite  agree  with  my  brethren,  for  the 
reasons  which  they  have  given.  Many  imaginary  cases  of 
hardship,  arising  from  the  stamp  laws,  might  be  cited  in 
support  of  the  contrary  view,  but  they  cannot  form  any 
rule. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  we 
may  see  very  well  what  the  real  meaning  of  the  legislature 
was,  by  looking  at  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  says, 
that  no  such  bills  of  exchange  or  agreements,  &c.,  shall  be 
pleaded  or  given  in  evidence,  or  admitted  in  any  court 
to  be  good,  useful^  or  available  in  law  or  equity,  unless 
stamped.  Coupling  the  first  branch  with  the  last  in 
that  sentence,  we  must  understand  it  to  mean  that  it  is 
not  to  be  given  in  evidence  to  make  it  available  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity.  There  may  be  collateral  circum- 
stances under  which  an  unstamped  instrument  may  be 
given  in  evidence,  but  it  is  difficult  to  define  or  lay  down 
an  abstract  rule  as  to  what  is  a  collateral  purpose.  Here 
the  object  distinctly  was  to  shew  that  there  had  been  a 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,  ▼&lid  and  subsisting  agreement  at  a  previous  period,  and 
1842.  ^  as  it  was  unstamped^  it  was  not  receivable.  It  is  desir- 
able to  guard  ourselves  against  laying  down  any  general 
rule^  especially  in  criminal  cases;  but  in  the  case  put 
by  Mr.  Williams,  I  think  no  stamp  woiQd  be  necessary. 
He  says,  suppose  a  party  indicted  for  larceny,  might  he 
not  give  in  evidence  an  unstamped  assignment  to  him  of 
the  goods?  I  think  he  might.  There  the  allegation 
would  be,  that  the  accused  took  a  particular  chattel  felo- 
niously. You  shew  that  he  had  executed  something  which 
he  supposed  gave  him  a  right  to  take  it,  but  you  do  not 
thus  make  the  assignment  available  in  law  or  equity.  He 
merely  took  the  chattel,  thinking  the  deed  gave  him  a 
right,  when  in  truth  it  did  not.  So  in  a  case  of  embes- 
Element,  if  the  party  accused  had  paid  away  the  money 
on  unstamped  promissory  notes,  they  would  be  evidence 
to  shew  the  mistake  under  which  he  had  paid  it  away. 

Bule  discharged. 


I 
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B^ch,  qf  Pleoi, 
1842 

Daly  v.  Thompson^  Secretary,  &c.,  of  the  Anti-Dry-Rot  - 

Company  (a). 

i^ASE. — ^The  declaration  stated  that  theretofore,  to  wit.  Case  against  the 
on  the  27th  December,  1838,  the  plaintiff  became  and  was,  Anti>Dry.Rot 
and  still  is,  entitled  to  divers,  to  wit,  twenty  shares  in  the  not^makfngout 
imdertakins  mentioned  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  passed  in  and  delivering 

°  ,  ,  ,     ^      .    ,  to  the  plaintiff 

the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William  a  certiacate  in 
the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  enable  John  Howard  Kyan  Jf 'lo^shareT *^ 
to  assign  to  a  Company  certain  Letters  Patent,''  that  is  to  hhn^'^'The'^act 
say,  twenty  shares  in  the  capital  or  joint-stock  of  the  said  ^  ^iu.  4,  c. 
company :  that  the  said  company  had  provided  certain  books  that  the  capital 
for  entering  therein  the  names  and  designations  of  the  Is250,(K)0,  and 

that  the  num- 
ber of  shares  shall  be  limited  to  10,000:  and  the  16th  section  enacts,  that  the  company  shall  keep 
a  book,  and  cause  to  be  entered  therein  the  name  and  designation  of  every  person  subscribing  for 
shares  in  the  undertaking,  and  of  every  person  entitled  to  any  shares  therein,  making  a  separate 
entry  of  each  share  in  numerical  order ;  and  that  after  the  making  of  such  entry  a  cerdflcate  shall 
be  made  out  in  respect  of  every  share,  specifying  the  number  of  such  share  and  the  name  of  the 
proprietor  thereof,  and  such  certiBcate  shall  be  delivered  to  the  proprietor  upon  demand.  And 
the  twentieth  section  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  proprietor  of  every  share  to  sell  and 
transfer  the  same  by  writing  duly  stamped,  which  transfer  shall  be  exhibited  to  the  company,  or 
their  secretary,  to  be  filed  and  registered  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  act.  At  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  twenty  scrip  certificates  payable  to  bearer,  signed  by  three  of  the 
directors,  and  countersigned  by  one  T.,  who  had  been  secretary  to  the  company.  It  appeared 
that  T.  had  fraudulently  re-issued  a  number  of  the  shares,  and  this  having  become  known,  the 
shares,  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  purchased,  were  at  a  low  discount.  Notices  had  been  given  by 
the  company  in  the  public  papers  of  the  fraud  which  had  been  practised,  and  the  broker  who 
negotiated  the  sale  of  the  shares  to  the  plaintiff  knew  of  that  fraud  at  the  time.  It  appeared 
that  at  the  time  the  scrip  certificates  were  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  registered,  the  whole 
number  of  10,000  shares  had  been  already  entered  in  the  register,  pursuant  to  the  act.  It  was 
thereupon  objected  that  the  register  being  full,  and  the  defendants  having  no  power  to  add  to 
the  number  of  shares,  the  action  in  this  form  would  not  lie ;  and  the  learned  Judge  being  of 
that  opinion,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that  the  nonsuit  could  not  be  supported;  because 
the  register  might  have  been  improperly  filled,  in  which  case  the  company  would  be  taking 
advantage  of  their  own  wrong. 

SembU,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  fortheplaintiff  merely  to  produce  scrip  certificates  payable  to 
bearer,  which  he  had  required  to  be  registered,  but  that  he  ought  to  have  shewn  his  title  to  have 
those  shares  registered,  and  to  have  deduced  a  good  title  from  the  original  subscriber  and  his  assignees. 

It  was  also  objected  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  bon&  fide  holder  of  these  shares. 
Inasmuch  as  he  had  purchased  them  after  notice  that  many  shares  were  fabricated  by  a  person 
who  was  himself  a  director  and  secretary  of  the  company  for  a  time,  and  that  it  might  be  that 
the  plaintiff  had  acquired  his  title  through  some  of  those  false  certificates ;  and  it  was  proved  that 
the  plaintiff  had  given  a  less  price  than  the  ordinary  one ;  but  temple,  that  that  would  not  deprive 
him  of  the  title  he  had  by  the  transfer,  unless  it  were  shewn  that  he  was  not  the  band  fide 
owner. 

(a)  This  case  occurred  in  Easter  no  further  step  has  been  taken  by 

Term   (April  25),  but  was  post-  the  parties,  the  case  is  now  pub- 

poned  in  the  expectation  that  the  lished. 
cause  would  be  again  tried,  but  as 

VOL.   X.  Y  X.  W, 
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Ereh.  of  PUoi,  several  persons  or  parties  who  had  subscribed  for  any  share 

^  '  ^     or  shares  in  the  said  undertakings  and  of  every  person  en- 

Dalt         titled  to  any  share  or  shares  therein^  according  to  the  pro- 

Vm 

Thompson,  visions  of  the  said  act ;  of  all  which  premises  the  said  com- 
pany theretofore,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit^ 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  thereinafter 
mentioned^  to  wit^  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid^  had 
notice.  And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  before  and  at  the 
times  of  committing  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned^ 
being  so  as  aforesaid  entitled  to  the  said  shares  in  the 
said  undertaking,  he  was  entitled,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  said  act  of  Parliament,  and  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect,  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof,  to  have  his  name 
and  designation,  and  each  of  the  before-mentioned  shares 
to  which  he  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  entered  by  the 
said  company  in  the  books  of  the  said  company,  and  also 
to  have  made  out  by  the  said  company  a  certificate  in 
respect  of  each  of  such  shares,  specifying  therein  the  proper 
number  of  the  said  plaintiff  as  proprietor  thereof,  and  to 
have  such  certificate  delivered  to  him  the  said  plaintiff  on 
demand.  That  theretofore,  and  after  he  became  entitled  to 
the  said  shares  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  May,  1839,  he  the  plain* 
tiff  did  request  the  said  company  to  cause  to  be  entered  in 
the  said  books  of  the  said  company  the  name  and  desig- 
nation of  the  plaintiff  as  the  person  entitled  to  the  said 
shares,  making  a  separate  entry  of  each  of  such  shares, 
and  that  a  certificate  in  respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares 
should  be  made  out  by  the  said  company,  and  did  then 
demand  of  the  said  company  that  such  certificate  should 
be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  as  proprietor  of  the  said  shares, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  ParUa- 
ment ;  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  making  such 
entry  in  the  said  books,  and  for  making  out  and  delivering 
such  certificates,  hath  long  since  elapsed,  yet  the  said  com- 
pany, well  knowing  the  premises,  and  contriving  and  in- 


TRINITY    TEBM^   5   VICT.  811 

tending  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in  this  behalf,  in  utter  dis-  Bxch,  of  pu<u, 
regard  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament  and  of  their  duty  in  ' 

that  behalf,  have  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused, 
and  still  do  neglect  and  refuse,  to  cause  to  be  entered  in 
any  of  the  said  books  of  the  said  company  the  name  and 
designation  of  the  said  plaintiff  as  the  person  entitled  to 
the  said  shares,  or  any  or  either  of  them ;  and  although 
often  requested  so  to  do,  have  hitherto  wholly  neglected 
and  refused,  and  still  do  neglect  and  refuse,  to  make  out  a 
certificate  in  respect  of  each  of  the  said  shares,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  as 
proprietor  thereof,  whereby  the  plaintiff  is  deprived  of  the 
evidence  of  his  title  as  proprietor  of  the  said  shares,  and 
is  prevented  from  receiving  and  enforcing  payment  of  the 
interest  and  dividends  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  shares, 
and  thereby  and  otherwise  the  plaintiff  is  injured. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  become,  nor  was  he  entitled  to  the  said  shares  in  the 
said  undertaking  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  modo  et  form& :  on 
which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex 
Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1841,  it  appeared  that  this  was 
an  action  on  the  case  brought  against  the  secretary  of  the 
Anti-Dry-Bot  Company,  for  refusing  to  enter  the  plain- 
tiff's name  and  designation  in  the  books  of  the  company 
in  respect  of  twenty  shares  purchased  by  him,  and  for  not 
making  out  a  certificate  in  respect  of  each  of  such  shares, 
and  delivering  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  6  Will.  4,  c.  xxvi,  by  which  the 
company  was  established  (a).     The  number  of  shares  were 

(a)  The  following  clauses  are  book  or  books,  and  cause  to  be 

applicable  to  this  case : —  entered  therein  the  names  and  de- 

By  section  19,  it  is  enacted,  that  signation  of  the  several  persona  or 

the    company    or    the    directors  parties  who   have   subscribed  or 

thereof  shall  provide  and  keep  a  shall  hereafter  subscribe  for  any 

y2 
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Etch,  of  Ptioi,  bytheiethsectionofthe  act  limitedto  the  number  of  10,000. 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  trial,  produced  in  evidence  twenty  scrip 


Daly 

V. 

Thompson. 


share  or  shares  in  the  said  under- 
taking, and  of  every  person  entitled 
to  any  shares  or  share  therein, 
making  a  separate  entry  of  each 
share;  and  such  share  shall  he 
numbered,  beginning  with  No.  1, 
and  proceeding  in  arithmetical  pro- 
gression whereof  the  common  ex- 
cess shall  always  be  one,  and  every 
such  share  shall  always  be  distin- 
guished by  the  number  so  to  be 
applied  to  the  same ;  and  after  the 
making  such  entries,  a  certificate 
shall  be  made  out  in  respect  to 
every  share  in  the  said  undertak- 
ing, specifying  therein  the  proper 
number  of  such  share,  and  the 
name  and  designation  of  the  pro- 
prietor or  proprietors  thereof,  and 
every  such  certificate  shall  be  de- 
livered to  the  proprietor  of  such 
share  or  shares,  his  executors,  &c. 
upon  demand,  and  might  be  in  the 
words,  or  to  the  eflect,  set  forth  in 
page  14  of  the  act.  And  such 
certificate  shall  be  admitted  in  all 
Courts  whatsoever,  as  evidence 
of  the  title  of  such  proprietor,  his 
or  her  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  to  the  share  therein 
specified,  and  to  the  profits  and 
advantages  accruing  in  respect  of 
the  same  ;  but  the  want  of  such 
certificate  shall  not  deprive  any 
proprietor  or  proprietors  of  any 
share  or  shares  in  the  said  undertak- 
ing of  his,  her,  or  their  right  or  in- 
terestin  orclaim  to  a  due  proportion 
of  the  profits  and  advantages  of  the 
said  undertaking,  nor  hinder  or 
prevent  the  proprietor  or  proprietors 
of  any  such  shares  from  selling  or 
disposing    of   any  such  share   or 


shares ;  and  in  case  such  cerificate 
shall  not  be  produced  or  forth- 
coming, then  the  said  entry,  or  a 
true  copy  thereof  certified  by  the 
secretary  of  the  said  company, 
shall  be  deemed  prim&  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  title  thereto. 

And  it  is  further  enacted  by  sec- 
tion 20,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  several  and  respective  proprie- 
tors of  any  share  or  shares  in  the 
said  undertaking,  their  execaton, 
administrators,  successors,  and  as- 
signs, to  sell  and  transfer,  by  writ- 
ing duly  stamped,  any  share  or 
shares  of  which  they  shall  re- 
spectively be  possessed,  and  every 
such  transfer  mav  be  in  the  form 
mentioned  in  such  page.  And 
every  such  transfer,  executed  by  all 
the  parties  thereto,  should  be  ex- 
hibited to  the  said  company  or 
their  secretary,  to  be  filed  by  the 
said  secretary  and  kept  for  the  use 
of  the  said  company,  and  every 
such  transfer  shall  be  registered 
in  the  books  of  the  said  company, 
by  an  entry  of  the  date  of  such 
registry  and  the  date  of  such  trans- 
fer, together  with  the  names  of  the 
parties  thereto,  and  number  of 
the  share  or  shares  transferred;  and 
a  copy  of  such  registry  or  entry 
signed  by  the  secretary  to  the  said 
company,  shall  be  sufiScient  evi- 
dence of  every  such  sale  and  trans- 
fer, and  shall  be  received  as  such 
in  all  disputes  and  in  all  trials 
before  any  judges,  justices,  and 
others ;  provided  always,  that  until 
such  transfer  shall  be  so  entered 
or  registered  in  the  books  of  the 
said  company,  no  purchaser  or  pur- 
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certificates^  dated  January,  1836,  payable  to  bearer,  signed  Sxeh.  qfPieoi, 
by  three  of  the  directors,  and  countersigned  by  one  Terry,  ^^^• 
who  had  been  secretary  and  managing  director  to  the  com- 
pany. It  appeared,  however,  that  Terry  had  fraudulently 
re-issued  a  great  number  of  the  shares  which  had  been 
brought  into  the  office ;  and  this  having  become  notorious, 
tiie  shares,  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  purchased,  were  at  a 
very  low  discount,  and  the  shares  he  now  claimed  to  be 
registered  had  been  purchased  at  a  low  price.  ^  It  appeared 
that  the  whole  10,000  shares  had  been  disposed  of,  and 
entered  in  the  register;  that  notices  had  been  given  by 
the  company  in  several  newspapers,  and  placed  upon  the 
Stock-Exchange,  of  the  frauds  practised  with  the  shares, 
and  cautioning  persons  not  to  purchase  them ;  and  that  the 
broker  who  negotiated  the  sale  of  these  shares  to  the  plain- 
tiff, knew  at  the  time  of  the  frauds  which  had  been  prac- 
tised by  Terry  respecting  the  shares.  It  was  objected  for 
the  defendants,  that  the  action  would  not  lie,  inasmuch  as 
the  register  was  full,  and  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  add 
to  the  number  of  shares.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  a  sufferer  by  the  frauds 
committed  by  the  secretary  of  the  company ;  and  the  scrip 
certificates  being  signed  by  three  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, that  the  company  were  responsible  for  them.    The 


chasers  of  any  share  or  shares,  his, 
her,  or  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, successors,  or  assigns,  shall 
have  any  part  or  share  in  the  said 
undertaking  and  the  profits  and  ad. 
vantages  thereof,  nor  shall  receive 
any  interest  or  dividends  for  or  in 
respect  of  such  share  or  shares  so 
purchased,  nor  he  entitled  to  vote 
at  any  meeting  or  meetings  as  pro- 
prietor or  proprietors  of  or  in  the 
laid  undertaking :  provided  also, 
and  it  is  further  enacted,  that,  after 
any  call  for  money  shall  have 
heen  made  hy  virtue  of  the  said 
act,  no  person  or  persons  shall  sell 


or  transfer  any  share  or  shares 
which  he,  she,  or  they  shall  possess 
in  the  said  undertaking,  after  the 
day  appointed  for  the  payment  of 
the  said  call,  until  the  money  called 
for  in  respect  of  his,  her,  or  their 
share  or  shares  intended  to  he  sold 
shall  he  paid,  together  with  the 
interest,  if  any,  due  thereon  ;  and 
unless  such  money  so  called  for, 
with  interest  as  aforesaid,  shall  he 
paid,  every  such  sale  or  transfer  of 
any  share  or  shares  shall  he  void, 
and  such  share  or  shares  shall  he 
liahle  to  forfeiture,  as  if  no  such 
sale  or  transfer  had  heen  made. 
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Bxeh.qfPieiu,  learned  Judge,  being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was 

not  entitled  to  succeed  in  this  form  of  action,  nonsuited 
him,  but  gave  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  with 
408,  damages,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion.  Erie  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly, 

Kelly  and  Byles,  in  the  same  term  (Nov.  12),  shewed  cause. 
— The  19th  section  of  the  act  prescribes  the  manner  in 
which  the  shares  are  to  be  registered.  It  enacts  that  the 
company  shall  provide  and  keep  a  book  or  books,  and  cause 
to  be  entered  therein  the  names  and  designation  of  the 
persons  subscribing  for  any  share  in  the  undertaking,  and 
of  every  person  entitled  to  any  share  therein,  making  a  sepa- 
rate entry  of  each  share  in  numerical  order ;  and  that  after 
the  making  of  such  entries,  a  certificate  shall  be  made  out 
in  respect  of  every  share  in  the  undertaking,  specifying  the 
number  of  such  share,  and  the  name  &c.  of  the  proprietor 
thereof,  and  that  every  such  certificate  shall  be  delivered  to 
the  proprietor  of  such  share,  his  executors  &c.,  upon  de- 
mand. And  it  then  goes  on  to  provide  that  such  certificate 
shall  be  evidence  of  the  title  to  the  share  described  therein ; 
but  that  the  want  of  such  certificate  shall  not  deprive 
the  proprietor  thereof  of  his  right  to  a  due  proportion  of 
the  profits,  or  from  selling  or  disposing  of  any  such  share; 
and  in  case  the  certificate  shall  not  be  forthcoming, 
a  copy  of  the  said  entry,  certified  by  the  secretary  of 
the  company,  shall  be  deemed  primft  facie  evidence  of 
the  title  thereto.  Then  the  20th  section  provides,  that 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  proprietors  of  any  share  or 
shares  to  sell  and  transfer  by  writing,  duly  stamped, 
any  share  or  shares  of  which  they  shall  be  possessed;  and 
every  such  transfer  shall  be  exhibited  to  the  company  or 
their  secretary,  to  be  filed  by  the  secretary  and  kept  for 
the  use  of  the  company ;  and  every  such  transfer  shall  be 
registered  in  the  books  of  the  company,  by  an  entry  of  the 
date  of  such  registry  and  the  date  of  such  transfer,  toge- 
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fber  with  the  names  of  the  parties  thereto  and  number  of  Exeh,  of  PUat, 
the  shares  transferred ;  and  a  copy  of  such  registry  or  entry,        ^^^- 
signed  by  the  secretary^  shall  be  sufficient  evidenee  of  such 
sale.     Now  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  provisions  of  this 
latter  section  have  been  compUed  with  in  this  sale.    [Parke, 
B. — ^That  section  applies  only  to  the  sale  of  registered 
shares ;  it  does  not  say  that  scrip  certificates  shall  not  be 
sold  except  in  that  way.]     It  was  impossible  for  the  de- 
fendant to  have  entered  these  shares  without  a  breach  of 
duty,  for  the  whole  number  of  shares  allowed  had  been 
already  entered  in  the  register  pursuant  to  the  act.    [Parker 
B. — ^The  question  is^  whether,  if  the  company  permit  these 
shares  to  be  issued  into  the  market,  they  are  not  bound  to 
do  that  which  the  act  requires  to  be  done  respecting  every 
share  which  shall  be  issued.     The  circumstance  of  the 
register  being  full  is  no  answer  to  an  action  for  refusing 
to  register  scrip  issued  by  them.]     This  is  not  an  action 
for  unlawfully  issuing  scrip  certificates,  but  for  refusing  to 
register  them.    The  right  to  have  the  certificates  registered 
is  confined  to  the  10^000.    Perhaps  the  plaintiff  might  have 
maintained  an  action  against  the  directors  of  the  company 
for  improperly  issuing  shares  beyond  the  number  of  10,000 
allowed  by  the  act,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  get 
his  shares  registered:  but  this  is  not  such  an  action,  but  one 
founded  on  the  right  under  the  statute  to  have  the  shares 
registered.     But  the  register  being  already  full,  the  plaintiff 
could  have  no  such  right.     Besides,  in  this  case  advertise- 
ments had  been  published  in  the  newspapers,  and  notices 
placed  upon  the  Stock-Exchange,  of  the  firauds  practised 
respecting  the  shares,  cautioning  persons  not  to  purchase 
them :  and  the  plaintiff's  broker,  who  was  called  as  a  wit- 
ness, proved  that  he  had  seen  tbose  notices  before  he  pur- 
chased the  shares  in  question.     \Parke,  B. — ^Your  argu- 
ment assumes  that  the  10^000  shares  were  rightly  regis- 
tered.]    Undoubtedly  that  must  be  assumed  until  it  is 
shewn  that  they  were  not.     [Parke,  B. — ^The  doubt  is  on 
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ExciLrfPUat,  whom  the  burthen  of  proof  should  lie.     Supposing  that 

a  person  had  bought  shares  in  the  market  at  their  ordinary 
price^  and  without  any  circumstances  of  fraud  or  suspicion, 
would  it  be  any  answer  to  the  person  who  brought  the 
shares  to  be  registered  that  the  register  was  already  full?] 
It  is  difficult  to  answer  questions  put  in  the  abstract;  it 
is  enough  to  say^  that  these  were  not  so  purchased.    If  the 
duty  were  imposed  upon  the  company  to  shew  that  the 
whole  10,000  shares  were  properly  registered,  it  would  be 
next  to  impossible  to  do  so.    The  plaintiff  says  he  has  a 
right  to  have  the  shares  registered,  and  the  onus  is  on  him 
to  shew  that  he  has  that  right.    It  is  clear  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  shew  his  title  to  the  shares.     He  could 
only  be  so  entitled  by  being  an  original  proprietor  of  the 
shares,  or  having  had  them  by  assignment  since.      As- 
suming the  10,000  shares  to  have  been  properly  registered, 
the  shares  in  question  were  not  shewn  to  have  been  properly 
transferred.    The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  deduced  a  good 
title  from  the  original  subscriber  and  his  assignee,  in  order 
to  have  entitled  himself  to  have  his  name  entered  cm  the 
register.    But  all  that  he  did  was  to  produce  scrip  certifi- 
cates payable  to  bearer,  which  was  clearly  not  enough,  as  a 
person  could  not  acquire  a  right  to  shares  by  a  transfer 
fit)m  hand  to  hand ;  and  the  19th  section  is  not  applicable 
to  this  case. 

W.  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^No  point  was 
made  at  the  trial  as  to  the  transfer  of  the  shares  having 
been  properly  made ;  if  it  had,  the  plaintiff  might  have 
obviated  it.  And  if  the  learned  Judge  had  decided  against 
the  plaintiff,  he  might  have  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
and  so  raised  the  point.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^As  no 
point  was  made  at  the  trial  as  to  that,  you  need  not  trou- 
ble yourself  upon  it.]  Then  the  onus  of  shewing  that  the 
register  was  properly  filled  lay  upon  the  defendants.  The 
act  distinguishes  between  a  shareholder  and  a  person  entitled 
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to  a  share.  The  16th  section  says^  that  the  capital  shall  be  Bxek,  of  PUas, 
considered  as  consisting  of  10,000  shares.  Then,  the  19th 
section  provides,  that  the  company  shall  keep  a  book,  and 
cause  to  be  entered  therein  the  names  of  persons  who  have 
subscribed,  or  shall  subscribe,  for  any  share  in  the  under- 
taking, and  of  every  person  entitled  to  any  share ;  and  after 
the  making  of  such  entry,  a  certificate  shall  be  made  out  in 
respect  to  every  share  in  the  undertaking,  and  every  such 
certificate  shall  be  delivered  to  the  proprietor  of  such  share, 
his  executors,  &c.,  upon  demand ;  and  then  it  enacts,  that 
the  certificate  shall  be  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  title  of 
such  proprietor,  his  executors,  &c.  to  the  share  therein  spe- 
cified. When  once  a  party  becomes  registered  under  this 
act,  he  becomes  a  proprietor  of  shares.  This  action  is  brought 
for  not  doing  that  for  the  plaintiff  which  the  19th  section 
requires  to  be  done.  The  plaintiff  produces  the  scrip  cer- 
tificates in  the  handwriting  of  the  directors,  and  requests 
them  to  register  them  pursuant  to  the  19th  section.  It  is 
no  answer  to  say  that  there  are  10,000  names  already  en^ 
tered  in  the  book.  The  company,  who  have  issued  these 
certificates,  ought  to  shew  that  they  were  not  properly 
issued.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  company  having  proved  notice 
that  a  number  of  shares  had  been  improperly  issued,  and 
frauds  committed,  and  the  plaintiff  having  purchased 
these  shares  with  a  knowledge  of  that,  the  question  is, 
whether  he  is  not  bound  to  shew  that  they  were  genuine.] 
It  is  no  answer  that  the  10,000  shares  were  entered  in  the 
book,  unless  they  were  properly  so  entered,  and  they  who 
entered  them  are  bound  to  shew  that  they  were.  If  the 
company  wished  to  guard  against  frauds,  they  should  have 
had  it  provided  that  the  shares  should  pass  only  by  indorse- 
ment in  writing.  If  the  defendant  had  made  out  that  the 
plaintiff  obtained  these  shares  fraudulently,  it  might  have 
been  a  different  thing ;  but  then  the  question  is,  whether 
that  should  not  be  raised  by  plea.  No  fraud  has  been 
imputed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  is  therefore  entitled  to 
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B*ek.  o/Pleoi,  have  the  shares  registered ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say 

that  the  company  have  registered  other  shares^  by  which 
the  register  is  full.  The  defendants  allege  that  their 
own  servant  has  caused  this :  that  is  their  own  negligence^ 
and  they  ought  to  sufPer  for  it,  and  not  the  plaintiff.  It 
was  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  sending  these  shares  into 
the  world,  and  they  are  answerable  for  it. 

Cur.  adv.  volt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  (April25)  delivered  by 

t 

Parke,  B. — ^There  was  a  case  of  Daly  v.  ITumg^son, 

which  was  argued  two  or  three  terms  ago,  but  stood  over 
for  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  It  was  an  action  on  the 
case  against  the  secretary  of  the  Anti-Dry-Rot  Company, 
acting  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  company,  to 
recover  damages  for  not  making  out  and  delivering  to  the 
plaintiff  a  certificate  in  respect  of  twenty  shares  alleged  to 
have  been  purchased  by  him,  and  for  refusing  to  register 
those  twenty  shares  in  his  name.  There  was  a  clause  in 
the  act  of  Parliament,  that  the  capital  should  be  £250,000, 
and  the  number  of  shares  are  to  amount  to  10,000. 

When  this  case  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Lord  Abrnger 
at  Westminster,  it  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  this  action  would  not  lie,  because  the  register  was 
full,  and  the  defendants  had  no  power  to  add  to  the 
number  of  shares ;  and  that  appearing  to  be  the  case,  his 
Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  non- 
suited ;  that  although  he  might  succeed  in  another  form 
of  action,  he  could  not  here.  When  the  matter,  however, 
was  brought  before  the  Court,  it  was  thought  that  the  ob- 
jection taken  before  Lord  Abinger  could  not  be  sustained; 
because,  if  the  register  was  full,  and  had  been  improperly 
filled,  the  defendants  must  set  up  their  own  misconduct  as 
an  answer  to  the  action. 
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It  was  objected,  on  shewing  cause,  that  the  plaintiff  had  ExeK  of  Pleat, 
not  made  out  a  good  title  to  these  shares ;  all  that  he  had 
done  was  to  produce  scrip  certificates  payable  to  bearer. 
It  was  contended  that  he  ought  to  have  shewn  he  was  en- 
titled to  have  those  particular  shares  registered,  and  more- 
over, that  he  ought  to  deduce  a  good  title  not  only  from 
the  original  subscriber,  but  the  assignee,  in  order  to  give 
him  a  right  to  have  his  name  entered  on  the  register; 
and  that  the  clause  in  the  act  of  Parliament,  by  which 
it  is  provided  that  they  should  be  transferred,  does  not 
apply.  The  plaintiff  must  shew  that  he  was  entitled  as 
assignee  of  an  original  subscriber;  and  there  is  a  seri- 
ous question,  whether  he  could  shew  that  merely  by  the 
production  of  the  scrip  certificate  payable  to  bearer,  in 
which  it  is  stated  that  the  share  belongs  to  the  bearer  of 
the  certificate.  To  say  the  least  of  it,  there  is  great  doubt 
whether  any  person,  not  authorized  so  to  do,  can  make 
such  evidence  admissible  by  an  act  of  this  description,  as 
in  the  case  of  bills  of  exchange  payable  to  bearer,  or  pro- 
missory  notes,  or  bills  of  lading,  which  are  indorsed,  and 
the  property  of  which  passes  to  the  bon&  fide  bearer  of 
that  indorsement : — so  also  in  the  case  of  Exchequer  bills 
and  India  bonds.  This  objection,  however,  was  not  the 
ground  upon  which  my  Lord  Abinger  decided  to  nonsuit : 
and  we  think  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  to  have  that 
point  considered ;  and  if  the  plaintiff,  on  that  occasion, 
cannot  trace  his  title  to  the  original  subscriber,  by  shewing 
who  that  subscriber  was,  and  by  proving  an  assignment 
firom  that  person,  and  so  on  from  all  the  persons  through 
whom  the  plaintiff  claims,  it  will  be  a  question  whether 
he  will  be  entitled  to  recover. 

All  the  members  of  the  Court  are  not  quite  agreed  in 
their  view  of  the  law  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  and  there- 
fore I  pronounce  no  opinion  upon  it  at  present ;  but  the 
plaintiff  will  have  an  opportunity  afforded  him  of  going 
down  to  a  new  trial,  and  giving  such  evidence  as  he  may 
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Rtek.  of  Phtu,  be  advised  of  his  title ;  it  will^  however,  be  only  prudent 
^^^'        on  his  part  to  take  the  coarse  I  have  alluded  to,  namely, 
that  of  deducing  his  title  from  the  original  subscriber. 

One  objection  was  taken,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
bon&  fide  holder  of  these  shares,  because  he  had  purchased 
after  notice  in  the  market  that  many  shares  were  fabricated 
by  a  person  who  was  himself  in  the  company  for  a  time; 
and  that  was  the  fact.  All  the  10,000  shares  had  been  re- 
gistered, and  it  may  be  that  the  plaintiff  has  acquired  his 
title  through  one  of  the  false  certificates.  The  amount,  how- 
ever, of  this  was,  that  the  shares  were  depreciated  in  the 
market,  and  the  plaintiff  paid  a  less  price  than  the  ordinary 
one ;  still  that  would  not  deprive  him  of  the  title  he  had 
by  the  transfer  of  the  certificates;  it  would,  indeed,  if 
the  defendants  were  to  shew  that  he  was  not  the  boni 
fide  owner ;  but  if  that  is  not  proved,  the  circumstance 
of  his  giving  a  less  price  for  the  shares  themselves  would 
not  deprive  him  of  the  right  the  holder  really  had.  If  it 
were  otherwise,  the  consequence  would  be  to  deprive  all 
the  shareholders,  both  good  and  bad,  because  they  ob- 
tained a  transfer  of  the  certificates  at  an  under-price.  The 
question  will  come  to  this,  whether  the  defendant  really 
is  entitled  to  any  shares  in  the  company.  As  I  have  ob- 
served before,  it  will  be  for  him  to  tender  any  evidence  he 
thinks  right;  but  I  cannot  fail  to  observe,  that  he  will 
act  wisely  by  deducing  a  title  fix)m  the  original  subscriber; 
if  he  does  that,  he  will  probably  succeed  in  the  action ;  if 
he  does  not,  he  probably  will  be  defeated.  That  is  matter, 
however,  for  subsequent  consideration.  We  think  that  if 
the  register  was  filled  improperly,  the  nonsuit  ought  not  to 
have  taken  place  on  the  ground  that  it  was  full,  and  that 
there  must  be  a  new  trial. 


Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 
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Bxeh.  (ffPleoi, 
1842. 

ArDEN  V.  PULLEN.  June  11. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated,  that  on  the  25th  Where  the 
of  March,  1839,  by  an  agreement  made  between  the  plaintiff  holwe^under- 
and  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  de-  ^^*«  *»y  *>" 

.  '  agreement  to 

fendant  to  take  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  term  of  three  years,  keep  it  in  u 

firom  the  25th  of  December,  1839,  a  house  and  premises  at  ^^n^hlTtook 

the  yearly  rent  of  £30,  payable  quarterly ;  and  the  defend-  J^J^"^^"'  J°* 

ant,  among  other  things,  thereby  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  he  is  not  en- 

that  he  the  defendant  would  keep  the  said  premises  in  as  upon  iu  becom- 

good  repair  and  condition  as  the  same  then  were,  and  aWe"for*want'' 

would  so  leave  the  same  on  the  termination  of  the  said  of  other  repain 

during  the 

tenancy,  fair  wear  and  tear  excepted.     Breach;  that,  al-  term;  and  the 
though  the  defendant  entered  and  paid  the  rent  up  to  the  under  no  fm- 
29th  of  September,  1841,  yet  he  did  not  pay  the  two  Jj^jj  ^^"^^'*'' 
quarters^  rent  which  became  due  on  the  25th  of  March,  ?»»"  »n  ■«ch » 
1842.  "^ 

Plea,  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  period  in 
respect  of  which  the  rent  was  claimed,  to  wit,  on  the  29th 
of  June,  1841,  the  said  house  and  premises,  by  means  and 
in  consequence  of  age  and  natural  decay,  and  the  badness 
of  the  materials  thereof,  and  the  bad  and  improper  man- 
ner in  which  they  were  originally  built,  and  the  rotten, 
foundrous,  miry,  and  insecure  state  and  condition  of  the 
walls,  timbers,  and  foundations  thereof,  and  for  want  of 
good  and  sufficient  sewerage  and  drainage,  and  by  and 
through  the  neglect  and  default  of  the  plaintiffs  and  not  for 
want  of  any  such  repair  as  the  defendant  was  bound  to  do 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement,  or  by  or  through 
any  neglect  or  default  of  the  defendant  in  that  behalf,  be- 
came and  were  in  a  ruinous,  bad,  insecure,  and  dangerous 
state  and  condition,  and  wholly  unsafe  and  unfit  for  habi- 
tation, whereof  the  plaintiff  then  had  notice,  and  was  then 
requested  by  the  defendant  to  put  the  said  house  and  pre- 
mises into  a  safe,  habitable,  and  tenantable  repair,  and  a 
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Exek.  of  PUatt  fit  state  and  condition  to  enable  the  defendant  to  contume 
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to  inhabit  and  reside  therein  in  safety,  which  the  plaintiff 

then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  do.  That,  after  al- 
lowing the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  to  put  the  premises 
into  such  a  state,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the 
period  in  respect  of  which  the  rent  was  claimed,  to  wit,  on 
the  27th  of  July,  1841,  the  defendant  quitted  and  left  the 
said  house  and  premises,  and  relinquished  and  gave  up  the 
possession  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  had  not  at  any  time 
since  used  or  occupied  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  or 
derived  any  benefit  therefrom. 

Replication,  that  the  said  house  and  premises  did  not 
become,  nor  were  they  or  either  of  them  in  a  ruinous^  bad, 
insecure,  and  dangerous  state  and  condition,  and  wholly 
unsafe  and  unfit  for  habitation,  by  means  of  the  badness 
of  the  materials  thereof,  or  by  or  through  the  bad  and  im- 
proper manner  in  which  the  said  house  and  premises  were 
originally  built,  and  the  rotten,  foundrous,  miry,  and  in- 
secure state  and  condition  of  the  walls,  and  the  timbers 
and  foundations  thereof,  and  for  want  of  good  and  su£B- 
cient  sewerage  and  drainage,  and  by  and  through  the  neglect 
and  default  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that,  on  the  contrary  there- 
of, the  said  house  and  premises  became  and  were  in  such 
condition  and  state  as  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  for 
want  of  such  repairs  as  the  defendant  was  bound  to  do 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement,  and  by  and 
through  the  neglect  and  default  of  the  defendant  in  that 
behalf ;  concluding  to  the  country : — whereupon  issue  was 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex sittings,  after  last  Easter  Term,  it  was  proved  by  the 
defendant  that  the  premises  in  question  consisted  of  a 
dwelling-house,  and  that  he  had  taken  it  under  the  follow- 
ing agreement : — "  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  the 
25th  day  of  November,  1839,  between  T.  Arden  of  the 
one  part,  and  J.  T.  PuUeu  of  the  other  part.     The  said  T. 
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Arden  agrees  to  let,  and  the  said  J.  T.  PuUen  agrees  to  Bxek.  of  puat, 
take  of  the  said  T.  Arden,  from  the  25th  of  December, 
1809,  for  the  term  of  three  years,  and,  if  he  shall  continue 
after  that  period,  then  as  a  yearly  tenant  (subject  to  six 
months'  legal  notice  from  either  party  to  the  other),  a 
house  and  premises,  situate  No.  7,  Holloway-terrace,  Mid- 
dlesex, at  the  clear  yearly  rent  of  £30;  and  the  said  J.  T. 
Fullen  agrees  to  pay  the  said  rent  quarterly,  and  also  all 
present  and  future  land-tax  and  sewer-rate,  and  all  other 
rates  and  assessments  whatsoever  in  respect  of  the  pre- 
mises, or  any  part  thereof,  on  the  landlord,  tenant,  or  oc- 
cupier thereof  respectively,  when  due;  and  in  default 
thereof,  the  said  T.  Arden  is  hereby  authorized  to  pay  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  then,  without  notice,  to 
recover  the  amount  paid  by  distress  upon  the  premises,  as 
in  case  of  distress  for  rent  in  arrear,  or  by  any  other  legal 
proceedings  whatsoever,  with  the  expenses  thereof  re- 
spectively. And  the  said  J.  T.  Pullen  also  agrees  to  keep 
the  house  and  premises  in  as  good  repair  and  condition  as 
the  same  now  are  in,  and  to  leave  the  same  on  the  termi- 
nation of  the  tenancy  or  giving  up  possession,  fair  wear  and 
tear  excepted,  together  with  all  the  erections,  fixtures,  im- 
provements, and  other  things  whatsoever,  that  shall  at  any 
time  be  erected,  fixed,  or  put  up  therein/' 

It  appeared  that  very  extensive  settlements  had  taken 
place  in  the  building,  and  thus  large  gaps  in  the  main 
walls  had  been  occasioned,  and  the  only  mode  by  which 
the  house  could  be  supported  was  by  shoring  it  up: 
that  in  order  to  keep  the  basement  free  from  water, 
pumping  for  several  hours  a  day  was  necessary,  and 
it  was  then  so  wet  as  to  be  utterly  unfit  for  occupa- 
tion: that  the  house  having  become,  from  these  causes, 
utterly  uninhabitable,  the  defendant,  after  giving  notice 
before  Michaelmas,  1841,  had  quitted  it  by  the  ad- 
vice of  a  surveyor,  who  stated  that  had  the  defendant 
continued  to  reside  in  it,  the  house  would  certainly  have 
fidlen  down.    It  was  also  proved,  that  the  only  means  by 
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Bxeh,  rf  Pleas,  wluch  it  could  be  repaired  was  by  shoring  up  and  nnder- 

pinning  the  house^  pulling  down  the  front  wall  and  re- 
building it,  laying  an  entirely  new  foundation,  and  making 
a  sewer  to  carry  off  the  water;  and  that  the  mischief  was 
not  to  be  ascribed  to  the  want  of  ordinary  repairs,  or  to 
any  injury,  but  simply  to  the  original  badness  of  the  foun- 
dation, which  consisted  of  soft  brick,  and  to  the  marshy 
nature  of  the  soil.  The  jury  thereupon  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  subject  to  a  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  that 
portion  of  the  defendant's  plea  which  alleged  the  dan- 
gerous state  of  the  premises  to  have  arisen  from  the 
neglect  and  default  of  the  plaintiff,  was  in  issue,  and  in 
point  of  law  was  not  proved. 

Erie  having  obtained  a  rule  for  this  purpose,  and  also 
for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 

Crowder  {Butt  was  with  him)  now  shewed  cause. — ^The 
issue  joined  on  the  replication  is,  whether  the  house  be- 
came in  the  state  described  in  the  pica  for  want  of  such 
repairs  as  the  defendant  under  his  agreement  was  bound  to 
make,  and  through  his  default.  That  is  the  only  portion 
of  the  replication  which  traverses  the  defendant's  plea; 
the  rest  is  mere  inducement.  If  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  at  all  events  to  make  the  house  habitable, 
there  ought  to  have  been  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff; 
but  the  defendant  was  clearly  not  bound  to  do  the 
repairs  requisite  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  these  di- 
lapidations, which  rendered  the  house  quite  uninha- 
bitable: if  he  was,  he  must  have  reconstructed  it  altoge* 
ther.  The  jury  were  therefore  right  in  finding  iu  fiivour 
of  the  defendant.  [^Alderaon,  B. — ^What  has  the  plaintiff 
omitted  to  do,  which  he  ought  by  his  bargain  to  have 
done?  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  defendant  says  there  is 
an  implied  contract  that  the  premises  are  of  such  stabili^ 
that  they  may  last  during  the  term,  with  proper  repairs.] 
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Yes.    The  agreement  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the  i^n^  </  Pf^^ft 


ordinary  understanding  of  mankind.  It  never  could  have 
Veen  contemplated  between  the  parties  that  the  defendant 
should  undertake  to  rebuild  the  house.  An  implied  con- 
tract must  be  introduced^  that  the  house  is  fairly  habit- 
able at  the  commencement  of  the  term.  It  cannot  be 
contended,  that  in  the  event  of  the  house  becoming  un- 
inhabitable, and  utterly  useless  to  the  tenant,  his  liabi- 
lity to  pay  the  rent  should  continue.  In  Collins  v. 
Barrow  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  of  a  house,  who  is 
bound  by  agreement  to  keep  it  in  tenantable  repair,  may 
quit  without  notice  in  the  course  of  his  term,  if  the  pre- 
mises become  unwholesome  for  want  dl  sufficient  drainage, 
and  cannot  be  kept  dry  without  extravagant  and  unrea- 
sonable labour  and  expense  on  his  part.  That  case  is 
precisely  in  point.  Batfley,  B.,  there  says,  "  The  tenant  is 
bound  to  pay  rent  during  the  time  for  which  he  has  con- 
tracted, unless  he  satisfies  the  jury  that  under  the  circum- 
stances he  was  justified  in  quitting.  I  think,  however, 
that  in  point  of  law  he  will  be  freed  from  his  obligation  to 
reside  on  the  premises,  if  he  makes  out  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  jury  that  the  premises  were  noxious  and  unwhole- 
some to  reside  in,  and  that  this  state  arose  from  no  default 
or  neglect  of  his  own,  or  none  except  at  an  extravagant 
and  unreasonable  expense/'  And  in  conclusion  he  ob- 
serves, that  the  question  will  turn  on  this,  "  whether  the 
defendant  neglected  anything  which  he  was  able  and  might 
reasonably  be  required  to  do.''  In  that  case  the  tenant 
was  bound,  as  in  the  present  case,  to  keep  the  prenuses  in 
tenantable  repair.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  that  case  there 
was  the  circumstance  that  the  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to 
make  a  new  sewer.]  But  that  was  no  part  of  the  agree- 
ment. [Alderson,  B. — ^If  you  take  a  house  in  one  of  the 
hundreds  of  Essex,  where  the  country  is  very  damp  and 

(a)  I  M.&Rob.  112. 
VOL.  X.  2  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  marshy,  may  you  go  away  and  quit  the  house  if  you  have 

the  ague  ?   and  yet  that  would  seem  to  follow  from  this 
argument.    The  tenant  ought  to  examine  the  house  before 
he  takes  it.     He  undertakes  to  keep  it  in  the  same  condi- 
tion as  it  was  when  he  took  it.]     Edwardi  v.  Ethermffton(fi^ 
is  also  an  authority  in  the  defendant's  favour,  though  not 
so  strong  perhaps  as  Collins  v.  Barrow,  inasmudi  as  the 
tenant  was  not  under  any  agreement  to  repair.    There  it 
was  ruled  that  a  tenant  of  a  house  from  year  to  year  m«j 
quit,  without  previous  notice  to  his  landlord,  on  the  pre^ 
mises  becoming  unsafe  and  useless  from  want  of  repairs; 
and  that  such  tenant  was  not  liable  in  an  action  for  use 
and  occupation,  for  any  rent  after  the  occupation  had 
ceased  to  be  beneficial :  and  that  decision  was  supported 
on  motion  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (d).    Baker  r. 
HoltpzaffeU  (c),  where  it  was  held  that  the  landlord  might 
recover  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  the  rent  aocm- 
ing  after  the  premises  were  burnt  down,  may  perhaps  be  re- 
lied on  for  the  plaintiff;  but  that  was  decided  on  the  ground 
that,  although  the  house  was  burnt  down,  the  tenant  still  had 
the  occupation  of  the  land,  and  had  made  no  offer  to  de* 
liver  it  up.     Here  the  defendant  had  quitted  the  premises. 
Izon  V.  Gorton  {d)  may  also  be  relied  on ;  but  that  was  dis- 
tinguished from  Barrow  v.  Collins  and  Edwards  v.  Ether" 
ington,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  latter  cases  the  inability 
to  occupy  was  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  landlord, 
and  the  like  distinction  exists  in  the  present  case.     [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — The  question  is,  is  there,  on  letting  a  house 
on  lease,  an  implied  contract  that  the  house  shall  endure 
for  the  term  ?]     It  is  submitted  there  clearly  is. 


Erie  and  Ogle,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  material 
allegation  in  this  plea  is,  that  the  house  became  uninha- 
bitable '^  by  and  through  the  neglect  and  default  of  the 


(o)  Ry.  &  M.  268. 
(6)  7D.  &R.  117. 


(c)  4  Taunt  45. 

{d)  5  Bmg.  N.  C.  501 ;  7  Scott,  537. 
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plaintiff/'  and  not  for  want  of  any  Buch  repair  as  the  de-  J^ch.  rf  pieat, 
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fendant  was  bound  to  do  under  his  agreement ;  that  allega- 
tion is  traversed  by  the  replication^  and  this  was  the  issue 
ndsed,  which  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove.  But 
the  plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  to  the  defendant  to  do 
these  repairs,  for  there  is  no  implied  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  landlord  to  that  effect.  If  it  were,  it  would  neces- 
sarily extend  to  every  defect  which  the  tenant  was  not 
bound  to  remedy,  and  would  entitle  him  to  rescind  the 
contract.  The  obligation  to  do  such  repairs  as  these  would 
lie  on  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  the  plaintiff  might  be 
merely  a  lessee,  and  not  bound  himself  to  do  them.  The 
cases  which  have  been  cited  only  shew  that  the  tenant  may 
put  an  end  to  the  contract  in  cases  where  the  landlord  has 
been  guilty  o[  some  default.  [They  were  then  stopped  by 
the  C!ourt.] 

Lord  Abingsr,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that,  unless 
there  has  been  some  fraud  or  improper  concealment  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is  not  suggested,  the  con- 
tract for  letting  this  house  was  perfectly  good.  The  de- 
fendant was,  therefore,  bound  to  perform  it  so  long  as  the 
plaintiff  performed  her  part  of  it;  and  the  plea  would  have 
been  bad  if  it  had  not  contained  the  allegation,  that  the 
defects  arose  '^  by  and  through  the  default  of  the  plain- 
tiff.'^  That  allegation,  being  traversed  by  the  replication, 
became  the  material  part  of  the  issue :  and  this  raised  the 
question  whether,  when  a  house  turns  out  to  be  uninhabit- 
able from  such  causes  as  existed  in  the  present  instance, 
the  landlord  is  bound  to  repair  it.  I  think,  that  without 
some  express  stipulation,  he  is  under  no  such  obligation ; 
and  the  defendant,  consequentiy,  having  failed  to  substan- 
tiate the  only  material  part  of  the  issue,  the  verdict  must 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  contract  was  perfectly  good. 

z2 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  The  rule  laid  down  by  TindaL  C.  J.,  in  Iztm  v.  Oorkm. 

1842  •  . 

is  the  correct  one^  that^  in  order  to  enable  a  tenant  to 

avoid  his  lease^  there  must  be  a  default  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord.  He  observes^  that  *'  the  cases  in  which  the 
tenant  has  been  allowed  to  withdraw  himself  firom  the 
tenancy^  and  to  refuse  payment  of  rent^  will  be  found  to 
be  cases  where  there  has  been  either  error  or  firaudnlent 
misdescription  of  the  premises  which  were  the  subject  of 
the  letting^  or  where  the  premises  have  been  found  to  be 
uninhabitable  by  the  wrongful  act  or  default  of  the  land- 
lord himself/^  The  case  of  CoUins  v.  Barrow  cannot  be 
law^  unless  it  is  put  upon  that  ground ;  and  most  probably 
that  was  the  ground  of  the  decision^  and  the  statement  of 
the  facts  in  the  report  is  imperfect ;  for  it  is  to  be  obsenred^ 
that  some  evidence  is  mentioned  which  would  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  landlord  must  have  engaged  to  make 
the  sewer.  Here  the  plaintiff  has  done  no  wrong;  she  has 
performed  her  duty^  and  therefore  she  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict  on  the  plea. 

OuBNET,  B.,  and  Rolfe^  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 


June  11.  Cotton  v.  Sawyer. 

Whew  ft  dc-       XlOGGINS  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
fendftnt  was  de-  ^o  shcw  cause  why  the  service  and  copy  of  the  writ  of  sum- 

•cribed  in  a  "^  .  . 

writ  of  ram-       mous  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  with  costs, 

mons  at "  R.  S., 

of  the  city  of  London  " — Heidt  that  the  description  was  insufficient,  although  it  was  stated  In 
the  affidavits  that  sometime  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ  he  had  abandoned  his  house,  and  bad 
no  regular  place  of  abode. 
SembUf  that  he  ought  to  have  been  described  at  of  his  late  abode. 
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on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  described  in  it  as  s*ch.  of  pieat, 

1842 
Bichard  Sawyer,  of  the  city  of  London  generally,  without  ^ 

specifying  any  place  or  street.     The  affidavits  in  answer       Cotton 

stated  that  the  defendant  had  been  resident  in  the  city  of      Sawtbh. 

London,  but  some  time  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ  had 

abandoned  his  house,  and  had  no  regular  place  of  abode 

there,  though  he  occasionally  resorted  to  the  Bull  Inn, 

Aldgate,  where  he  was  served  with  the  writ. 

Martin  shewed  cause. — Under  the  circumstances  de- 
tailed in  these  affidavits,  the  description  was  sufficient,  as 
no  better  description  could  be  given,  and  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment must  be  construed  reasonably.  Besides,  the  form  of 
the  rule,  to  set  aside  the  service  and  copy  of  the  writ,  is 
irregular.  In  Hall  v.  Redington  (a)  an  application  to  set 
aside  the  copy  served  was  considered  nugatory ;  and  as  to 
the  service,  the  writ  was  served  personally.  At  all  events, 
the  defendant  has  asked  too  much. 

Hoggins,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Per  Curiam. — ^The  defendant  might  have  been  de- 
scribed as  of  his  late  abode.  The  writ  is  clearly  irregular 
in  point  of  form.  The  act  of  Parliament,  2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  39,  s.  1,  requires  "  that  in  every  such  writ  and  copy 
thereof  the  place  and  county  of  the  residence,  or  supposed 
residence  '^  of  the  defendant  shall  be  mentioned ;  and  the 
form  given  in  the  schedule  also  requires  it.  It  would  be 
sufficient  to  describe  a  person  as  of  an  ordinary  town  in 
a  particular  county;  but  London  is  an  exception.  The 
copy  was  therefore  irregular ;  and  the  serrice  of  the  writ 
is  the  service  of  the  copy  of  the  writ.  We  think  it,  how- 
ever, too  doubtful  a  case  to  give  costs. 

Bule  absolute,  without  costs. 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  605. 
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Bxch.  rf  PleaSf 
1842. 

June  11. 

A  replication  of 
nul  tie!  record, 
although  it  con* 
dude  with  an 
ordinary 
Terification, 
does  not  require 
couMel'fl  sigua- 
ture,  and  the 
erroneous  con- 
clusion does  not 
render  it  a  nul- 
lity, so  as  to  en- 
title the  defend- 
ant to  sign 
judgment  of 
non  prof. 


Thompson  r.  Nicholas. 

JlmUTT  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  judg- 
ment of  non  pros.,  signed  for  want  of  a  replication,  should 
not  be  set  aside.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had 
pleaded  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  nul  tiel  record,  con- 
cluding with  the  ordinary  verification.  This  replication 
was  not  signed  by  counsel. 

fV.  H.  fFaisan  shewed  cause. — ^All  pleadings  concluding 
with  a  verification  require  to  be  signed  by  counsel;  and 
even  admitting  that  the  conclusion  with  a  verification  was 
not  the  correct  one,  that  does  not  exempt  this  replicaticm 
from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule. 

Butt,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Per  Curiam. — It  is  not  true,  as  a  universal  proposition, 
that  all  pleadings  which  conclude  with  a  verification  must 
be  signed  by  counsel ;  there  are  several  exceptions,  such  as 
son  assault  demesne,  solvit  ad  diem,  and  others,  among 
which  is  this  very  one  of  nul  tiel  record.  What,  then,  is 
the  nature  of  the  replication  before  us  ?  It  is  in  substance 
a  replication  of  nul  tiel  record,  of  which  the  most  that  can 
be  said  is,  that  it  would  probably  be  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, on  the  ground  of  the  irregularity  in  its  conclusioni 
in  not  tendering  the  proper  mode  of  trying  the  issue,  vis* 
by  the  record.  But  that  does  not  render  it  a  nullity,  so  as 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  sign  judgment  of  non  pros.,  and 
this  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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JBjfcA.  of  PU<»t 
1842. 

Brown  v.  Johnson.  June  13. 


D 


ECLARATION  by  the  plaintiflf,  as  owner,  against  the  By  a  charter- 
defendant,  as  charterer,  on  a  charter  party  of  the  ship  London,  upon 
Trinidad,  Ifrom  London  to  Honduras,  there  to  load  at  one  Jo7w  fronT 
of  the  usual  places  of  loading,  including  the  rivers  Uhia  London  to 

*  i.         1  11  1  Honduras  and 

and  Dulce,  a  cargo  of  mahogany,  and  then  proceed  to  back  to  some 
some  port  in  the  United  Kingdom ;  twenty-five  running  u*nhed  King- 
days  for  every  hundred  tons  of  mahogany  to  be  allowed  n^^'^a '"f*' 
the  defendant,  if  the  ship  were  not  sooner  dispatched,  for  every  loo  tons 
loading  the  said  ship  at  Honduras,  and  fifteen  days  for  were  to  be  ai- 
discharging  at  her  destined  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  Ingthc^ship'i" 
and  thirty  days  on  demurrage,  over  and  above  the  said  JV*^^"'^'  '?.** 
laying  days,  at  £Q  per  day.     Among  other  breaches,  the  charging  at  the 
declaration  alleged,  that  the  ship  being  ordered  to  Hull  the  United 
upon  her  return,  by  the  defendant,  he  would  not  discharge  ^°5**Tat"in 
the  cargo  at  the  said  port  of  Hull  within  the  said  number  ^^«  absence  of 

,  ,  any  custom, 

of  fifteen  days  in  the  charter  party  mentioned,  but  de-  Sundays  were 
tained  the  vessel  after  she  was  ready  to  discharge  her  {„  the^^cdcuia- 
cargo,  and  the  defendant  had  notice  of  it,  for  the  space  of  J[^"g^at^fhg'*^ 
six  days  over  and  above  the  said  fifteen  laying  days  men-  port  of  dis- 

charge. 

tioned  in  the  said  charter  party,  whereby  a  demand  for     The  ship  ar- 

A^^^^^,»^^^  ».^«»  "^ed  at  Hull, 

demurrage  arose.  the  port  of  her 

To  this  the  defendant  pleaded,  amongst  other  pleas,  that  fhe'u t^^f  Fe**-° 

he  did  not  detain  the  vessel  above  the  said  fifteen  laying  bruary,  and  was 

days,  in  the  said  charter  party  in  that  behalf  mentioned ;  [he^2nd,  she^ 

and  also,  that  he  was  prevented  from  unloading  by  the  ^"^Jfj^^gnd^g, 

wrongful  act,  procurement,  neglect,  and  default  of  the  gj^en  in  charge 

plaintiff,  and  his  servants  and  agents ;  whereupon  issues  officer,  but  did 

•    •      ji  not  get  to  the 

werejomed.  place  of  un- 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson  B.,  at  the  Sittings  in  Lon-  loading  till  the 

'  ^  4th,  in  conse- 

quence of  the 
full  state  of  the 
docks,  the  officer  refusing  to  take  her  out  of  her  turn ;  and  the  discharge  was  not  completed  till 
the  22nd : — Held,  that  the  lay  days  were  to  be  calculated  from  the  period  of  htr  arriTal  in 
theJk,  and  not  at  the  place  of  unloading* 
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1842. 


Etch,  of  Pleat,  don  in  this  term,  it  appeared  that,  the  charter  party  having 

been  entered  into  in  London,  the  ship  proceeded  on  her 
voyage,  and  arrived  with  her  cargo  at  HnU,  the  port  of 
destination,  on  the  Ist  of  February,  1841,  and  was  le^ 
ported.  On  the  2nd  she  entered  the  dock,  and  was  given 
in  charge  of  the  dock  officer,  but  did  not  get  np  to  the 
place  of  unloading  till  the  4th,  in  consequence  of  the  fiill 
state  of  the  docks,  the  dock  officer  refusing  to  take  the  ship 
out  of  her  turn,  and  the  discharge  was  not  completed  till  the 
22nd.  The  defendant's  counsel  called  several  witnesses  to 
prove  that,  by  the  usage  of  the  trade  at  Hull,  the  word 
"days''  meant  "working  days;"  but  this  they  failed  to 
establish.  There  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
dilatory  and  negligent  in  the  unloading ;  and  the  learned 
Judge,  in  his  summing  up,  directed  the  jury,  that  the 
period  from  which  the  lay  days  was  to  commence  was  the 
day  of  her  coming  into  the  dock,  and  not  of  her  coming  to 
her  berth,  and  that  Sundays  were  to  be  included  in  the  lay 
days.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  £18 
for  demurrage,  declaring  that  they  had  included  Sundays 
in  their  computation  of  the  time  allowed  for  unloading. 


Jervis  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction, on  two  points. — First,  Sundays  ought  not  to  have 
been  included  in  reckoning  the  lay  days.  This  was  evi- 
dently the  intention  of  the  parties,  from  their  making  a 
distinction  between  runninff  days  and  lay  days.  It  may 
be  assumed  that  the  parties  contemplated  that  nothing 
could  be  done  in  England  on  a  Sunday  for  the  purpose  of 
discharging  the  cargo,  as  it  would  be  contrary  to  law« 
This  charter-party  was  entered  into  in  London ;  and  in 
Cochran  v.  Retberg  (a),  where  there  was  a  clause  in  the 
bill  of  lading  that  the  cargo  should  be  taken  out  in  a  cer- 
tain number  of  days,  it  was  found  that,  by  the  usage  of 

(a)  3  Esp.  121. 
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trade  in  the  city  of  London,  the  term  "  days  "  means  only  BmH.  qf  puat, 
working  days^  not  running  days.  And  in  Abbott  on  Ship-  *  ^ 

ping  (a)  it  is  laid  down  thus :  "  The  word  '  days '  used  Browk 
alone  in  a  clause  of  demurrage  for  unlading  in  the  river  Johnson. 
Thames^  is  said  to  be  understood  of  working  days  only^ 
and  not  to  comprehend  Sundays  or  holidays  by  the  usage 
among  merchants  in  London/'  for  which  the  author  cites 
Ck)€hran  v.  Retberg:  undoubtedly  he  adds  that  it  is 
better  to  mention  working  or  running  days  expressly. 
The  object  for  making  a  distinction  between  the  days  to 
be  counted  at  the  port  of  loading  and  that  of  discharge 
must  be  apparent  to  every  one.  At  the  former  there  is  no 
prohibition  against  working  on  Sundays^  and  the  owners 
are  at  a  greater  expense^  the  ship  at  the  time  of  loading 
having  her  full  complement  of  men ;  whereas^  at  the  port 
of  discharge^  a  prohibition  as  to  working  on  Sundays  does 
exist,  and  her  discharge  could  not  proceed  on  that  day ; 
the  crew,  likewise,  would  be  discharged^  and  only  lumpers^ 
who  would  receive  no  wages  for  that  day,  would  be  em- 
ployed. Secondly,  the  lay  days  ought  not  to  have  been 
calculated  firom  the  time  when  the  ship  got  into  dock^ 
and  into  the  conduct  of  the  dock  ofScers,  but  only  from 
the  time  when  she  got  to  her  berth  in  the  dock.  The 
lay  days  are  stated  to  be  for  **  discharging,'^  which  means 
fifteen  days  which  can  be  employed  for  that  purpose. 
Here  there  was  no  possibility  of  unloading  the  vessel  until 
the  4th>  when  she  got  to  her  place  of  unloading,  and  the 
days  ought  not  to  have  been  calculated  before  that  time. 
In  Brereton  v.  Chapman  (&),  it  was  held  that  the  lay  days 
allowed  by  a  charter-pnrty  for  a  ship's  discharge  were  to  be 
reckoned  from  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  the  usual  place  of 
discharge,  and  not  at  the  port  merely.  Here  the  days  might 
just  as  well  have  been  reckoned  from  the  time  of  entering 

(a)  P.  180,  5th  edition.  (6)  7  Bing.  559 ;  5  Mo.  &  P.  526. 
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Bxch.  of  Pieas,  the  port. — [Aldersofi,  B. — I  acted  upon  the  authority  of 
_^^  Randall  v.  Lynch  (a)  and  Brereton  v.  Chapman,  and  said 
that  the  period  ought  to  commence  from  the  time  the  ship 
came  into  the  dock,  and  was  in  charge  of  the  dock  officer, 
who  would  not  take  her  out  of  her  turn :  the  delay  which 
then  arose  was  inevitable,  and  neither  party  was  in  fiftolt. 
I  think  some  stipulation  ought  to  have  been  made  against 
such  an  accident,  if  those  days  were  not  to  be  counted. 
I  did  not  say  that  they  were  chargeable  from  the  entry 
into  the  port  of  Hull,  but  from  the  time  of  her  coming  into 
dock.  If  the  place  in  the  docks  is  the  point,  I  was  wrong; 
if  the  dock,  I  was  right.] 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — My  opinion  is,  that  the  lay  days 
under  this  charter-party  commenced  from  the  time  of  the 
YesseFs  coming  into  dock ;  it  had  then  arrived  at  its  usual 
place  of  discharge.  They  certainly  did  not  commence  aft 
the  period  of  its  entering  the  port,  as  that  might  be  very 
extensive ;  for  instance,  Gravesend  is  part  of  the  port  of 
London.  Then,  with  respect  to  the  days,  I  think  the 
word  ''days''  and  ''running  days''  mean  the  same  thing, 
vias.  consecutive  days,  unless  there  be  some  particular  cus- 
tom. If  the  parties  wish  to  exclude  any  days  from  the 
computation,  they  must  be  expressed. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  12£a8t,18K 
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BjtcJL  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

QUARRINGTON  V.  ARTHUR.  ^^ne  13. 

vjOVENANT.    The  declaration  stated^  that,  by  a  cer-  Covenant.  By 
tain  indenture,  bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  October,  1839,  lease,  the  plain- 
made  between  the  plaintiflF  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defend-  [j,^  ^efeildln? 
ant  and  two  other  persons  of  the  other  part,  the  plaintiff  >u  mines  and 

.  beds  of  coal, 

demised  to  them  all  mines  and  beds  of  coal,  ironstone,  &c.,  &c.,  which  then 
which  then  had  been  or  thereafter,  during  the  continuance  of  therei^  dur. 
the  same  demise,  should  be  discovered  or  opened  under  the  *?*  the  demise 

'  *^  should  be  dis- 

lands  belonging  to  Dyffryn  House ;  to  hold  the  same  from  covered  or 
the  29th  of  September  then  last  past,  for  the  term  of  the  lands  be- 
twenty-one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £20,  to  be  paid  jSyflfv?n  House 
whether  any  coal  ifc.  should  be  worked  or  not,  paying  also  *'  ^^^J^J 
the  yearly  sum  of  £li  for  every  acre  of  surface  land  taken  to  be  paid  whe- 
or  used  by  the  defendant,  together  with  the  sum  of  7d.  for  shouMbe  work- 
every  ton  of  coal  or  ironstone  raised :  that  the  defendant  gether"with7d. 
covenanted,  jointly  and  severally  with  the  other  persons,  p«'  *®"  'o' 
that  he  would  at  all  times  during  the  said  demise  work  coal,  &c., 
the  said  mines  in  a  proper  and  workmanlike  manner,  ac-  thedefendant 
cording  to  the  custom,  &c.     Breach,  that  the  defendant  covenanted  that 

°  ...  "®  would  at  all 

did  not  work  the  said  mines,  veins,  and  premises  thereby  times  during 
demised,  in  and  under  the  aforesaid  land  and  premises  work  the  said 
called  Dyffryn,  thereinbefore  demised,  except  as  aforesaid,  ^r°and°work°" 
in  a  proper  and  workmanlike  manner,  according  to  the  manHkeman- 

"^     *  ^  o  pgj.^    Breach, 

custom,  &c.  j  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  permitted  the  that  the  defend- 
mines  to  lie,  and  the  same  were,  wholly  ungotten  and  un-  work  the  said 

cleared.  "*"^*  j"  '  p/**" 

^  p^^  ^^^  work- 

There  were  two  other  counts  on  two  other  and  different  manlike  man- 
leases,  in  which  the  same  breaches  were  assigned.  contrary,  per- 
The  defendant,  after  setting  out  the  leases  on  oyer,  the  miQe,  to  He 

and  the  same 
were  wholly  ungotten.  Plea,  that  the  said  mines  were  never  at  any  time  befbre  the  said  demise 
worked  or  gotten,  nor  did  he  the  defendant,  at  any  time  since  or  during  the  demise,  work  or  get 
the  mines : — Held,  on  demurrer,  that  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  by  the  pleadings  that  the  mines 
had  not  been  worked  at  all,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  on  this  covenant  for  not  working 
them  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  the  subject-matter  of  demise  being,  not  all  the  mines  under 
tJM  lands  specified,  but  only  such  as  either  had  been  or  should  be  duoovered  or  opened. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  substance  of  which  was  as  stated  in  the  declaratioxi^  pleaded 

'  ^     that  the  mines  were  never  at  any  time^  before  the  said  de- 

QuARRiNGTOM  misc,  workcd,  gotten^  or  cleared  in  any  manner  whatever, 

Arthur.      nor  did  he,  the  defendant,  at  any  time  since  or  during  the 

said  demise,  work,  or  get,  or  clear  the  mines. — ^Verification. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  plaintiflPs  points  for  argument  were,  that  the  defend- 
ant suffered  the  mines  to  be  unworked  and  ungotten,  where- 
by the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  his  rents  and  royalties  over 
and  above  the  fixed  rent,  contrary  to  the  covenants  con- 
tained in  the  said  indentures  of  lease ;  and  that  it  was  im- 
material whether  such  mines  had  been  worked,  gotten,  or 
cleared  before  the  demise,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  work  and  clear  the  mines  in  a  workmanlike  man- 
ner, and  according  to  the  custom,  although  they  had  not 
been  previously  worked. 

The  defendant's  point  was,  that,  upon  the  right  con- 
struction of  the  leases,  there  was  no  obligation  on  the 
defendant  to  work  the  mines  mentioned  in  them. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  (April  25),  by 

Plait,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plea  is  no  an- 
swer to  the  action.  The  object  of  the  plaintiff  in  letting 
the  mines  was  that  they  should  be  opened  and  the  minerals 
worked,  as  well  as  to  have  those  worked  which  had  been 
already  opened.  The  parties  contemplated  the  working  of 
new  mines  as  well  as  the  old  ones.  The  plea  only  amounts 
to  an  admission  of  the  cause  of  action  for  which  the  plaintiff 
has  declared.  [Parke,  B. — The  question  turns  on  the  mean- 
ing of  the  covenant — whether  the  defendant  is  to  work  all 
the  beds  of  coal,  or  whether  he  is  to  work  only  such  mines 
as  he  pleases,  working  them  in  a  proper  manner.  The 
defendant  says,  that  on  his  paying  j£20  a-year,  which  is 
the  fixed  rent,  he  may  work  any  or  none,  as  he  pleases.] 
Unless  he  is  entitled  to  leave  the  mines  wholly  unworked. 
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the  plea  is  no  answer.  The  defendant  covenants  that  he  Exek.  of  PUat, 
will,  at  all  times  during  the  demise,  work  the  said  mines  in  a  ^  ^  ^ 
proper  and  workmanlike  manner,  according  to  the  custom ;  Quarrinotoh 
and  the  breach  is,  that  he  did  not  work  the  said  mines  in  a  a&thur. 
proper  and  workmanlike  manner,  according  to  the  custom; 
but  on  the  contrary,  permitted  them  to  lie,  and  the  same 
were,  wholly  ungotten  and  uncleared.  That  breach  is  not 
denied  by  the  plea,  which  merely  states  that  the  mines  had 
not  been  opened.  If  it  is  a  good  plea  now,  it  would  be  so 
at  any  period  of  the  term.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a  lessee 
covenanting  to  cultivate  a  farm  in  a  husbandlike  manner 
and  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  in  which  case 
the  lessee  is  bound  to  cultivate  the  farm ;  and  it  would  be  no 
answer  to  say  he  did  not  cultivate  it  at  all.  [Alderson,  B. 
— ^When  a  lessee  undertakes  to  cultivate  a  farm,  he  under- 
takes to  cultivate  the  whole  farm.  That  clearly  is  not  the 
meaning  of  this  covenant.  Parke,  B. — ^The  covenant  ap- 
plies to  all  mines  which  then  had  been,  or  thereafter  during 
the  demise  should  be,  discovered  or  opened.  The  plea  does 
not  say  that  the  mines  had  not  been  discovered.  The 
question  is,  whether  it  is  enough  to  say  that  they  were  not 
worked,  gotten,  or  cleared.] 

Martin,  contr^. — ^The  true  construction  of  the  deed  is^ 
that  if  the  parties  do  work  the  mines,  they  shall  do  so  in 
a  proper  and  workmanlike  manner ;  but  if  they  choose  not 
to  work  them,  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so,  paying  the 
fixed  rent.  The  very  terms  of  the  reservation  of  £20  per 
annum,  whether  any  coal  should  be  worked  or  not,  shews 
that  it  was  to  be  optional  with  the  defendant  to  work  them 
or  not.  There  is  nothing  in  the  covenant  to  compel  him  to 
work  the  mines.  The  clause  reserving  the  £20  contem- 
plates that  there  may  be  no  working  of  the  coal,  and  there 
could  be  no  breach  without  it. 

J^t,  in  reply. — ^If  this  in  terms  had  been  a  grant  of  a 
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Exeh.  qfPUu,  license  merely  to  work  the  mines^  as  in  Muskett  v.  HUl  {a), 

,     ^*  ^     it  might  perhaps  have  been  different;  but  this  is  an  actual 

QuARRiiiaTON  demise  of  the  mines  themselves.    The  argument  on  the 

Aetuur*      other  side  would  go  to  the  extent  that  nothing  at  all  was 

demised.    With  respect  to  what  has  been  said  as  to  the 

£20  being  to  be  paid  whether  the  mines  were  worked  or 

not^  there  is  nothing  in  that  observation^  for  if  the  royalty 

amounts  to  more,  the  payment  of  that  sum  is  to  cease 

altogether. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Alderson,  B. — ^This  case  was  heard  before  my  Brothers 
Parke,  Rolfe,  and  myself,  in  last  term,  and  the  question  arose 
on  a  demurrer  to  the  second  plea.  The  declaration  states 
that  the  plaintiff,  by  deed  dated  the  18th  October  1839^ 
demised  to  the  defendant  and  two  other  persons,  the  mines 
which  at  the  date  of  the  demise  had  been,  or  during  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  thereby  created  should  be,  dis- 
covered or  opened  in  or  under  certain  lands  called  Dyffiyn 
Hou.  ^,  and  the  demesne  lands  thereto  adjoining ;  and  in 
the  deed  was  a  covenant  by  the  lessees  jointly  and  severaUyi 
that  they  would  during  the  term  work  the  demised  pre- 
mises in  a  workmanUke  manner,  according  to  the  custom. 
The  declaration  then  avers  a  breach  of  that  covenant,  in  not 
working  the  said  demised  premises  in  a  workmanlike 
manner. 

There  are  three  counts  in  the  declaration,  founded  on 
three  separate  demises  of  different  mines,  but  they  are  all 
framed  in  precisely  the  same  language,  so  that  the  decision 
as  to  one  governs  the  whole.     The  defendant  pleads  by  his 

(a)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  694 ;  7  Scott,  855. 
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second  plea,  that  the  mines  in  the  first  count  of  the  decla-  £*ck  rf  puat, 
ration  mentioned  were  not  at  any  time  before  the  demise  ^      ^ 

worked^  gotten,  or  cleared  in  any  manner  whatever,  nor  Quarrinotok 
did  the  defendant  and  the  other  lessees,  or  any  of  them,  Arthur. 
work  the  same  or  get  the  mines  in  any  manner  whatever : 
and  there  are  similar  pleas  as  to  the  other  counts.  To 
these  pleas  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the  question  ar- 
gued before  us  was,  whether,  it  appearing  by  the  pleas  that 
the  mines  had  not  been  worked  at  all,  the  defendant  was 
liable  on  his  covenant  to  work  the  demised  premises,  in  a 
workmanlike  manner. 

It  appears  to  us,  on  looking  at  the  pleadings  and  the 
deeds  in  question,  which  are  all  set  out  on  oyer,  and  are 
very  long,  that  the  defendant  is  clearly  entitled  to  judg- 
ment; for  the  subject-matter  of  the  demise  in  all  the  deeds 
is  not  the  mines  under  the  lands  specified  in  the  deed,  but 
only  such  of  the  mines  as  had  been  or  should  be  discovered 
or  opened.  It  is  therefore  plain,  that  in  order  to  shew  the 
defendant  to  have  been  guilty  of  any  breach  of  covenant  in 
not  working,  or  not  working  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
the  demised  premises,  it  was  absolutely  necessary  that  the 
mines,  the  not  working  of  which  is  the  ground  of  the  alleged 
breach  of  covenant,  should  have  been  discovered  or  opened. 
The  contrary  to  this  appears  on  the  face  of  these  pleadings, 
and  we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Exeh,  rf  PUat, 
1842. 

^      V      *"     Russell  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Joseph  Nicholl,  a 

Bankrupt,  v.  Bell  and  Another  (a). 

iDdebiutut  at.    Assumpsit.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged, 

•umptit  by  the 

Miigneetofa  that  the  defendants,  before  the  said  J.  NichoU  became 
fi«t  foufiou^u  bankrupt,  were  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  £500  for 
were  for  goods    goods  sold  and  delivered :  the  second  count  was  for  money 

•old,  money         o  '  # 

paid  and  had  paid  by  the  bankrupt  for  the  defendants ;  the  third  for 

and  on  an  ac'  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendants  for  the  use  of 

Uying'^e^pro-  *^®  bankrupt ;  and  the  fourth  was  on  an  account  stated 

misM  to  the  between  the  defendants  and  the  bankrupt ;  laying  the  pro- 

5th,  6th,  and  miscs  to  the  bankrupt.     The  fifth  count  was  for  goods 

for  goods  sold,'  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintifis,  as  assignees,  to  the 

wwWei'fndlfn  defendants ;  the  sixth  for  money  had  and  received  to  the 

an  account  use  of  the  assiguecs :  and  the  seventh  was  on  an  account 

stated,  laying 

the  promises  to  stated  between  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  assig- 
PieasTfi^^^'x-   ^^^9  stating  the  promises  to  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees. 

cept  as  to  820^ 

parcel,  &c.,  and  except  as  to  140/.  parcel  of  the  sums  in  the  first,  second,  third  and  fourth  oovala 
mentioned,  non  assumpsiL  Secondly,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  140/.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  first,  se- 
cond, third,  and  fourth  counts  mentioned,  a  plea  of  mutual  credit,  which  had  been  demnmd  to»  aad 
on  argument  judgment  given  for  the  defendant.  Thirdly,  as  to  the  820/.  payment  of  that  sum 
into  Court,  which  the  plaintiffs  took  out  and  joined  issue,  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit.  The 
following  were  the  particulars  of  demand  delivered  prior  to  the  pleas.  **  This  action  is  brought 
to  recover  the  sum  of  140/.,  the  value  of  certain  yarn;  also  the  sum  of  316/.,  the  proceeds  of  a 
bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  J.  M.  and  indorsed  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant;  also  41.,  the 
proceeds  of  a  cheque ;  and  80/.  in  cash ;  the  said  yarn,  bill  of  exchange,  cheque  and  cash 
having  been  received  by  the  defendants  from  or  by  the  authority  of  the  bankrupt,  about  ths 
months  of  September  or  October,  1839.  The  particular  date  is  known  to  the  defendants."  At 
the  trial,  the  cause  proceeded  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  140/.  only,  and  no  evidence  wtt 
adduced  as  to  the  80/.  cash.  It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  go  into  eii* 
deuce  as  to  the  140/.,  as  that  sum  was  already  satisfied  by  the  judgment  upon  the  demurrer,  and 
that  that  sum  must  be  struck  out  of  the  particulars  of  demand  ;  but  the  learned  judge  received 
the  evidence,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A  rule  having  been  accord* 
ingly  granted  on  that  ground — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  give  evidence  of  goodi 
sold  to  the  amount  of  140/.,  upon  the  other  counts  of  the  declaration,  to  which  the  plea  was  not 
pleaded,  and  might  apply  the  particulars  to  those  counts. 

Where  a  debtor,  upon  applications  made  to  him  by  creditors  for  payment  of  their  debts,  nadt 
appointments  with  them  to  meet  him  at  specified  times  and  places  with  reference  to  a  settlement 
of  their  demands,  but  failed  to  keep  such  appointments  : — Held,  that  the  failures  to  keep  the 
appointments  constituted  acts  of  bankruptcy,  although  the  places  at  which  the  appointments  were 
made  were  not  his  usual  places  of  business. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  after  the  bankruptcy,  85  bundles  of  yam,  of  the  value  of  114/., 
had  been  delivered  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendants,  as  they  alleged,  to  meet  an  accommoda- 
tion bill  which  they  were  about  to  give  the  bankrupt.  The  goods  were  accompanied  by  an  in- 
voice, which  stated  them  to  be  bought  by  the  defendants  of  the  bankrupt: — Held,  under  these 
circumstances,  that  the  assignees  might  waive  the  tort,  and  bring  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered. 

(a)  This  case  occurred  in  Hilary  Term  last,  (Jan.  20,)  bat  was  vau: 
pos^>oned. 
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The  defendants  pleaded^  firsts  except  as  to  the  sum  of  Exek,  of  Pieat, 


jE320^  parcel  of  the  sums  of  money  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  except  as  to  the  further  sum  of  £140,  parcel  of 
the  sums  in  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts 
mentioned,  non  assumpsit. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  £140  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts,  and 
not  being  any  part  of  the  sum  of  £320,  parcel  &c.  in  the 
next  plea  mentioned,  that  before  notice  of  any  act  of 
l{|Uikruptcy,  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  before 
action  brought,  they  the  defendants  gave  credit  to  the 
bankrapt  to  a  large  amount,  by  accepting  certain  bills  of 
exchange  for  his  accommodation,  and  at  his  request,  with- 
out any  consideration  or  value,  which  bills  were,  before 
notice  of  the  bankruptcy,  negotiated  by  the  bankrupt  for 
his  own  use  and  benefit ;  that  the  credits  so  given  were 
likely  to  end  in  debts  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  defend- 
ants ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  action,  the  defendants 
paid  the  bills.  To  this  plea  there  was  a  special  demurrer; 
but  on  argument,  in  Easter  Term,  1841  (a),  it  was  held  to  be 
sufficient,  and  judgment  was  accordingly  entered,  that  thet 
second  plea  was  sufficient  to  bar  the  plaintiflf  from  main- 
taining the  action  as  to  the  said  sum  of  £140,  parcel  &;c. 

The  defendants,  as  to  the  sum  of  £320,  pleaded  payment 
of  that  sum  into  court,  which  the  plaintiffs  took  out,  and 
joined  issue  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit. 

The  following  were  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiffs'  de- 
mand, delivered  under  a  judge's  order  the  day  prior  to  the 
delivery  of  the  declaration : — 

''  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  £140, 
the  value  of  certain  yarn;  also  the  sum  of  £316,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  on  John  Murgatroyd, 
and  indorsed  by  Joseph  Nicholl  to  the  defendants;  also 
£4,  the  proceeds  of  a  cheque  {b) ;  and  the  sum  of  £80 

(a)  See  8  M.  &  W.  277.  tmrnn  of  316/.  and  4/.  together,  made 

(b)  It  will  be  perceived  that  these      the  sum  of  320/.  paid  into  Courts 

VOL.  X.  A  A  M.  W. 
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Sxeh.  o/Pieoi,  in  cash ;  the  said  yam,  bill  of  exchange,  cheqne,  and  cash, 

having  been  received  by  the  defendants  from  or  by  the 
authority  of  the  said  Joseph  Nicholl,  about  the  months  of 
September  or  October,  1889.  The  particular  date  is 
known  to  the  defendants/' 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denmanj  C.  J.,  at  the  last 
Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  it  appeared  that 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  £140  for 
yarn  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  £80  tn 
money  which  it  was  alleged  came  to  the  defendant's  handi 
after  the  bankruptcy ;  as  to  the  latter  sum,  however,  no 
evidence  was  adduced.  It  was  objected,  at  the  conclurion 
of  the  opening  speech  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  that  they 
were  not  entitled  to  go  into  evidence  as  to  the  :£140,  inas« 
much  as  judgment  had  been  already  given  against  them  M 
to  that  sum  on  the  demurrer ;  that  if  it  were  otherwise,  the 
plaintiffs  would  be  proceeding  twice  to  recover  the  same 
sum ;  that  if  the  judgment  had  been  the  other  way,  and 
the  plaintiffs  were  to  obtain  a  verdict  now  for  that  smn, 
they  would  recover  the  same  sum  twice  over.  To  this  it 
was  answered,  that  the  second  plea,  on  which  judgment  had 
been  given  for  the  defendants,  was  confined  to  the  first 
four  counts  of  the  declaration.  The  learned  Judge  said  he 
should  receive  the  evidence,  giving  the  defendants  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  order  to  shew  acts  of  bankmptcy  com- 
mitted by  Nicholl  (the  bankrupt),  proved  repeated  applica- 
tions made  to  him  by  several  creditors  for  payment  ot 
debts  owing  to  them  from  him;  that  he  had  made  appoint- 
ments with  them  to  meet  him  in  the  months  of  July, 
August,  and  September,  1839,  with  reference  to  an  arrange- 
ment of  their  demands,  at  Bradford  and  Halifiut  markets, 
and  at  certain  public -houses;  which  appointments  the 
bankrupt  failed  to  keep.  There  was  no  other  evidence  as 
to  the  bankrupt's  denying  or  absenting  himself,  but  the 
case  rested,  in  this  respect,  on  the  neglect  to  keep  the  above 
appointments. 


k 


It  was  still  objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  sale 
of  the  goods  by  the  assignees  to  the  defendants^  or  of  money 
had  and  received  by  the  defendants  to  the  nse  of  the  as- 
signees. The  learned  Jndge^  however^  thought  the  plain- 
tiflTs  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  jury,  under  his  direction, 
found  a  verdict  for  £114  on  the  fifth  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
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It  was  proved  by  a  commission  agent  of  the  name  of  ^^'  */  ^^**"» 
Froggatt,  that  on  the  15th  of  October,  1839,  he  had 
eighty-five  bundles  of  yarn  of  the  bankrupt's  in  his  posses- 
sion, the  value  of  which  he  said  was  about  jE114;  that  the 
bankrupt  urged  him  to  buy  it,  which  he  refused  to  do,  but 
advised  the  bankrupt  to  sell  it,  which  he  said  he  would  try 
to  do.  He  afterwards  came  and  said  he  had  sold  it,  and  sent 
a  porter  for  it.  Another  witness  proved  that  the  defendant 
Bell  had  admitted  to  him  that  the  bankrupt,  NichoU,  had 
pressed  him  to  receive  some  goods  which  the  bankrupt  and 
a  porter  brought  to  him,  about  the  value  of  £100,  and  that 
they  the  defendants  had  received  them.  It  was  objected  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  a  sale  of  the  goods,  or  of  money  had 
and  received  by  the  defendants  to  the  use  of  the  assignees; 
and  the  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion,  was  about  to 
nonsuit  the  plaintiffs,  when  the  defendant  Bell's  examina- 
tion was  put  in.  On  being  asked  when  the  yam  was  deli- 
vered, he  stated  that  the  goods  were  sent  by  the  bankrupt 
on  account  of  an  accommodation  bill  the  defendants  were 
abont  to  give  him;  that  the  amount  was  114/.  15^.,  and  that 
the  goods  were  received  by  them,  he  believed,  on  the  17th 
of  September,  1839 ;  that  he  could  not  swear  to  the  pre- 
cise day,  but  he  had  no  doubt  of  it ;  that  the  invoice  which 
accompanied  them  bore  that  date ;  that  they  received  no 
yams  from  Froggatt's  warehouse  but  those  on  the  17th  of 
September.    The  invoice  was  as  follows : 

'' Messrs.  Harrison  &  Bell.  Sept.  17,  1839. 

"  Bought  of  Joseph  NichoU. 
"  170  gr.  40  weft  at  13*.  6rf.         .  .        £114  15  0." 
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Rxeh.  i^PUoi,       Wortley  having,  in  Michaelmas  Tenn  last,  obtained  a 

rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit  accordingly, 

Cresswell  and  W.  H.  Watson  now  shewed  cause. — Krst, 
it  is  said  that  there  having  been  a  plea  as  to  £140,  pared 
&c.,  on  which  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants, 
that  sum  of  £140  is  to  be  struck  out  of  the  particulars 
delivered,  and  that  no  evidence  can  be  given  as  to  that 
sum :  but  that  is  treating  the  plea  as  pleaded  to  the  parti- 
culars, and  not  to  the  declaration ;  the  particulars,  however, 
are  given  merely  to  restrict  the  proof  at  the  trial.  It  can 
never  be  said,  that  because  by  pleading  you  get  rid  of  part 
of  the  declaration,  you  get  rid  of  so  much  of  the  particulars 
as  the  plea  is  applicable  to.  Particulars  are  uncertain  and 
fluctuating  things;  they  are  sometimes  delivered  before 
declaration,  sometimes  after,  and  sometimes  after  plea 
pleaded.  K  the  counts  in  the  declaration  which  are  unan- 
swered are  sufficient  to  enable  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the 
sum  mentioned  in  the  particulars,  it  is  enough.  Before  the 
new  rules,  the  particulars  were  not  annexed  to  the  record, 
but  it  had  been  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  confined  to  them 
in  his  evidence.  But  although  the  plaintiff,  after  a  delivery 
of  particulars,  cannot  give  evidence  out  of  them,  yet  if  the 
defendant's  evidence  shews  that  there  were  other  items 
which  he  might  have  included  in  his  demand,  he  is  entitled 
to  recover  all  that  appears  to  be  due  to  him.  Hurst  v.  JFo/- 
kis  (a).  [Alderson,  B. — If  there  is  any  count  remaining 
unanswered  after  the  demurrer,  to  which  the  particulars 
are  applicable,  you  may  apply  the  particulars  to  that.] 
Fisher  v.  Wainwright  {b)  is  confirmatory  of  Hurst  v.  IFW- 
kis»  In  Ferguson  v.  Mahon  (c),  Lord  Denrnan,  C.  J.,  after 
mentioning  the  cases  which  had  been  cited  to  shew  that 
the  particulars  of  demand  must  be  taken  as  part  of  the 
declaration,  not  only  for  purposes  of  evidence,  but  for 


(a)  1  Campb.  QB,  (c)  9  Ad.  &  EU.  247 ;  1  P.  &  D. 

(6)  1  M.  &  W.  480.  194. 
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purposes  of  pleading,  says,  "We  do  not  think  that  those  Sxeh.qf Pleas, 
cases  establish  any  such  point ;  nor,  as  at  present  advised, 
are  we  prepared  to  agree  with  them  if  they  did.''  So  in 
Meager  v.  Smith  (a),  LUtledale,  J.,  says,  "  It  is,  however, 
urged  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  since  the  new  rules, 
the  case  must  be  treated  as  if  the  particulars  of  demand 
were  a  part  of  the  declaration.  I  cannot  agree  to  this,  so 
far  as  regards  the  effect  of  payment  of  money  into  court.'' 
Here  there  is  one  set  of  coimts  on  promises  to  the  bankrupt 
before  the  bankruptcy,  and  another  on  promises  to  the  as- 
signees, and  the  defendants  plead  to  the  first  set  of  counts, 
and  on  demurrer  judgment  is  given  for  them ;  the  plaintiffs 
may  still  go  to  trial  on  the  other  issues.  But  it  will  be  said 
that  these  particulars  contain  only  one  sum  of  £140,  and 
that  that  sum  has  been  already  answered  by  the  demurrer. 
But  suppose,  on  the  plea  being  pleaded,  the  plaintiffs  had 
entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  those  counts ;  they  might 
surely  have  gone  to  trial  on  the  other  issues,  and  availed 
themselves  of  these  particulars;  and  this  is  the  same  in 
effect.  The  particulars  do  not  claim  the  £140  as  due  to 
the  bankrupt. 

Then  secondly,  there  was  abundant  evidence  of  acts  of 
bankruptcy  before  the  delivery  of  these  goods.  At  the 
trial  repeated  appointments  which  the  bankrupt  had  made 
with  different  creditors  were  proved,  and  that  he  had  failed 
to  keep  those  appointments,  which  was  clearly  sufficient. 
A  trader's  absenting  himself  from  any  place  with  intent  to 
delay  a  creditor,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Curieis  v.  fVilles  (i). 

Thirdly,  there  is  abundant  evidence  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered  by  the  assignees.  Here  the  goods  were  received 
by  the  defendants  from  the  bankrupt  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, accompanied  by  an  invoice  stating  the  price  of 
them,  and  the  assignees  are  entitled  to  recover  the  exact 
sum  invoiced,  as  they  have  done.     Even  supposing  this  to 

(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  679  ;  1  Nev.  &  M.  449. 
(6)  1  Car.  &  P.  211 ;  6  D.  &  R.  224  ;  Ry.  &  M.  58. 
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Sxeh.qfPieoi,  he  a  conTersion.  the  assignees  have  a  right  to  waire  the 
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tort  and  bring  assumpsit.  In  SmUh  y.  Hodson  {a),  the 
rule  is  laid  down,  that  if  a  bankrupt  on  the  eve  of  bank- 
ruptcy fraudulently  deliyer  goods  to  one  of  his  creditors, 
the  assignees  may  disafSrm  the  contract,  and  reco?er 
the  value  of  the  goods  in  trover;  but  if  they  bring  as- 
sumpsit they  afSrm  the  contract,  and  then  the  creditor 
may  set  off  his  debt.  Here  the  assignees  have  affirmed 
the  contract.  The  defendants  cannot  say  that  they  did 
not  take  the  goods  since  the  bankruptcy,  and  they  are, 
therefore,  clearly  liable  for  them  as  goods  sold  by  the  as- 
signees. 

Wortley  and  Crompian,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  ob# 
ject  of  the  particulars  is  to  apprise  the  defendants  of  what 
the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover,  and  they  must  not  be  oalcop 
lated  to  mislead  them.  Here  the  plaintiffs,  amongst  other 
things,  set  up  a  claim  of  £140  for  yarn  sold  and  delivered. 
To  the  counts  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  &c.,  by  the 
bankrupt,  the  defendants  have  pleaded,  as  to  the  dE140, 
a  plea  which,  on  demurrer,  was  held  to  be  a  good  bar;  and 
that  plea  states  it  to  be  a  transaction  between  the  bank- 
rupt and  the  defendants.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.-— The  par- 
ticulars are  sufficiently  vague  to  admit  of  any  parcel  of 
yarn  having  been  delivered  to  the  defendants.  Aldenom, 
B* — The  plaintiffs^  particulars  restrict  them  to  dE140  for 
yarn  sold  and  delivered,  but  they  may  apply  that  to  the 
other  counts.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiffs  have  been 
answered  as  to  the  £140.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  one 
man  of  £140,  and  if  they  had  succeeded  on  the  demurrer, 
they  would  have  recovered  it ;  and  this  is  the  same  thing. 
Suppose  the  defendants  had  barely  confessed  that  9am  ai 
due  on  any  part  of  the  record,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  judg- 
ment accordingly  to  recover  it,  would  it  be  possible  to  say 

(a)  4  T.  R.  211. 
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that  they  could  recover  an  additional  sum,  to  the  same   ^^h.  ofpieas, 
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amount,  on  the  other  counts?     Here  the  plaintiffs  do  in 

effect  recover  that  sum,  because  their  claim  to  it  is  ad- 
mitted, and  they,  as  to  the  estate  of  their  bankrupt,  have 
credit  for  that  amount.  After  credit  is  given  by  the  de- 
fendants in  this  plea,  and  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  accord- 
ing to  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  could  the  defendants 
prove  that  sum  on  the  bankrupt's  estate  ?  It  is  submitted 
that  they  could  not,  and  that  the  present  record  would  be 
an  answer  to  any  attempt  to  make  such  proof.  The  get^ 
ting  credit  for  the  money  on  this  record  exhausts  so  much 
of  the  particulars  which,  though  not  part  of  the  record,  are 
to  guide  the  party  in  pleading,  and  to  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  recovering,  on  any  part  of  the  record,  more  than  the 
particular  sum  claimed. 

Then  secondly,  as  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  This  person's 
merely  failing  to  meet  his  creditors  at  Bradford  and  Halifax 
markets,  or  at  certain  public-houses  which  he  had  appoint- 
ed, does  not  amount  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  In  order  to 
constitute  it  such,  it  must  be  a  failure  to  meet  his  creditors, 
pursuant  to  an  appointment,  at  his  place  of  business.  ^Al^ 
derson,  B. — ^If  he  fails  to  meet  a  creditor  to  pay  a  debt,  which 
lie  has  appointed  to  do,  it  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy.]  Here 
there  was  no  evidence  that  NichoU  stopped  away  in  order 
to  avoid  his  creditors.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.B. — He  is  proved 
to  have  made  six  or  seven  different  appointments,  all  of 
which  he  failed  to  keep,  and  unless  a  reasonable  excuse  is 
given  for  it,  that  is  an  irresistible  case  to  shew  that  he 
avoided  his  creditors.]  Thirdly,  there  was  no  evidence  of 
any  sale  or  delivery  of  the  goods  at  all,  but  it  is  shewn  that 
the  goods  were  delivered  for  a  totally  different  purpose. 
[AUkrson,  B. — You  receive  goods  with  an  invoice  stating  a 
•ale  to  you.  It  is  true  the  defendant  Bell  states  it  to  have 
been  on  the  17th  of  September,  whereas  it  appears  that  it 
was  not  until  the  15th  of  October.]  It  is  the  ordinary 
custom,  where  goods  are  sent  as  a  security,  to  send 
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&w*.  o/P/ww,  an  invoice  with  them.     [Alderson,  B. — ^Yon  receiTed  them 

under  that  invoice^  stating  them  to  be  bought  of  the  bank- 
rupt ;  can  you  say  that  that  was  not  a  sale  in  law  ?]  The 
plaintiflfs  rely  upon  this^  in  one  respect^  as  a  fraudulent 
preference.  It  is  true  you  may  waive  the  tort ;  but  you 
must  in  that  case  go  on  the  very  contract  between  the 
parties^  which  the  law  under  the  circumstances  will  imply. 
Now^  was  there  anything  here  to  shew  that  these  goods 
were  to  be  paid  for  on  request?  Certainly  not.  An  in- 
voice is  always  sent  in  every  transaction  of  this  kind,  whe- 
ther there  is  a  sale  or  not.  This  was  not  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  to  be  paid  for  on  request.  Struit  v. 
Smith  (a)  shews  that^  although  you  may  waive  the  tort, 
still  you  are  bound  by  the  very  terms  of  the  sale  between 
the  parties.  There  goods  were  sold  upon  the  following 
terms : — 7^  per  cent,  discount,  bill  at  three  months,  10 
per  cent,  discount,  cash  in  fourteen  days ;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  vendors  could  not  sue  in  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  within  the  fourteen  days, 
even  if  the  sale  had  been  eflfected  by  fraud  on  the  part  of 
the  vendee,  so  that  trover  might  have  been  maintained  for 
the  goods.  Parke,  B.,  says,  '^  It  is  clear  that  the  plain- 
tiffs cannot  avail  themselves  of  the  defendants'  fraud, 
so  as  to  rescind  the  contract,  and  substitute  a  new  con- 
tract of  sale  upon  diflferent  terms.  They  might  possibly 
on  the  evidence  have  maintained  trover,  on  the  ground 
that  the  fraud  vitiated  the  contract ;  but  if  they  treat  the 
transaction  as  a  contract  at  all,  they  must  take  the  con- 
tract altogether,  and  be  bound  by  the  specified  terms." 
In  Bradbury  v.  Anderton  (6),  that  principle  is  applied  to 
a  case  like  the  present.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  where 
a  party  proceeds  upon  a  contract  instead  of  insisting  on 
what  he  might  treat  as  a  fraud,  he  must  abide  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract.     The  only  evidence  of  the  contract 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  312.  (6)  Ibid.  486. 
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liere  is  tlie  examination  of  the  defendant  Bell.    It  appears    Sjieh.  ofPUtu, 
perfectly  clear,  upon  that  examination,  that  the  goods     ^  ^^'   ^ 
were  sent  by  way  of  a  fraudulent  preference,  for  the  pay-       Russbll 
ment  of  a  debt  or  liability.      They  were,  as  the  plain-         bbll. 
tiffs  alleged,  to  cover  the  advance  on  bills  of  the  fa- 
voured creditor.     On  the  case  of  both  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendants,  the  goods  were  to  meet  the  bills,  and  not 
to  be  paid  for  on  request.    An  invoice  would  of  course 
be  sent  in  on  such  a  transaction,  as  the  property  in  the 
goods  was  to  pass ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  there  is  not 
the  slightest  evidence  of  a  sale  of  goods  to  be  paid  for  on 
request.     If  it  were  a  fraudulent  preference,  as  contended 
for  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  goods  were  not  to  be  paid  for,  but 
to  be  set  against  the  bills;  if  the  transaction  were  in 
consequence  of  pressure,  or  not  voluntary,  still  the  goods 
were  to  meet  the  bills,  and  not  to  be  paid  for  on  request. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.  —  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  is  un- 
tenable on  both  points.  First,  as  to  the  bill  of  particulars. 
It  is  perfectly  novel  to  say  that  a  plea  is  to  be  construed 
by,  or  has  any  reference  to,  a  bill  of  particulars;  what  the 
Courts  have  laid  down  as  a  settled  rule  is  this — that 
where  a  bill  of  particulars  admits  a  sum  of  money  to  be 
paid,  and  the  plaintiff  goes  for  the  balance  only,  the  party 
shall  not  be  bound  to  plead  payment ;  that  is  to  say,  on 
non  assumpsit  he  shall  be  entitled  to  credit  for  the 
amount  stated  in  his  bill  of  particulars  without  a  plea 
of  payment.  The  plea  is  to  the  declaration,  and  nothing 
but  the  declaration.  To  put  the  argument  of  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  in  the  light  that  appears  to  me  to 
be  the  strongest,  it  is  this ; — we  have  one  set  of  counts  to 
which  there  is  a  plea  of  mutual  credit,  to  which  there 
was  a  demurrer,  which  was  determined  in  favour  of  the 
defendants.  They  say,  look  at  the  consequence  if  you  do 
not  consider  that  as  disposing  altogether  of  the  plaintiff's 


860  CASES   IN   THIS   XXCHXQUCB^ 

Etch,  rf  Pleat,  claim :  if  the  plaintiffs  were  to  prove  this  daim^  and 

attempt  to  shew  the  very  debt  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
set-off  in  this  case^  will  not  this  judgment  in  favour  of 
the  defendants  upon  this  plea  be  decisive  evidence  between 
the  same  parties  that  they  have  satisfied  the  debt  by  a  set- 
off, and  therefore  the  plaintiffs  cannot  prove  it?  But  to 
that  argument  there  is  an  obvious  answer.  Suppose  the 
assignees  had  brought  the  action^  and  confined  the  de- 
claration altogether  to  counts  in  assumpsit  which  bad 
been  pleaded  to^  and  there  had  been  judgment  for  the 
defendants ;  so  far  then  the  action  would  have  been  de- 
cided in  favour  of  the  defendants :  might  not  the  plaintiffs 
afterwards  have  brought  an  action  of  trover?  Is  it  not 
every  day^s  practice^  where  a  party  is  mistaken  in  his  form 
of  action^  and  is  therefore  nonsuited^  that  he  brings  an  ac- 
tion of  trover^  and  recovers  the  very  same  sum  ?  It  is  every 
day^s  practice ;  and  was  it  ever  heard^  where  a  defendant 
has  recovered  judgment  on  demurrer^  and  the  plaintiffs^  not 
choosing  to  abide  by  that^  have  brought  a  different  actiouj 
and  recovered  the  full  amount^  that  the  defendant  could  set 
upthe  first  judgmeut^  and  say  the  plaintiff  was  satisfied^  and 
could  not  prove  the  debt  ?  Here  is  a  count  that  is  not 
applicable  to  the  case^  and  the  defendants  have  recovered 
judgment  by  force  of  that;  upon  the  count  that  is  ap- 
plicable the  plaintiffs  have  recovered  a  verdict.  Can  it 
be  supposed  that  any  commissioner  of  bankrupt^  open 
that  state  of  facts^  would  say  the  plaintiffs  cannot  prove 
it  under  the  commission?  In  truth,  the  two  separate 
sets  of  counts  are  just  the  same  as  two  separate  actions. 
Suppose,  for  example,  on  the  first  class  of  counts  the 
plaintiff  had  recovered  a  verdict  on  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ants having  obtained  a  verdict  upon  the  other^  would  thej 
not  go  before  the  commissioner  and  say,  the  assignees 
cannot  recover  for  anything  due  to  the  bankrupt?  The 
whole  fallacy  of  this  argument  is,  that  this  is  a  plea  to  the  . 
bill  of  particulars,  but  that  is  not  so.     The  plea  is  to 
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the  declaration^  and  to  nothing  else ;  and  if  a  party  de-  Ex<^  of  PUat, 
liyers  a  bill  of  particulars^  without  saying  he  means  to  con- 
fine himself  to  the  demand  upon  a  particular  county  he  is 
quite  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  any  count  in  the  de- 
claration to  which  the  particulars  apply ;  and  if  it  turns 
out  that  the  plea  does  not  apply  to  one  county  and  does 
to  the  other^  he  may  apply  the  bill  of  particulars  to  either. 
It  is  no  objection^  therefore^  either  in  reason  or  law^  to  say 
that  the  parties  are  precluded  by  their  particulars  from 
going  into  evidence  to  support  the  second  count. 

Then  as  to  the  other  points.  Mr.  Wortley  insists  that  there 
is  no  sufficient  evidence  in  this  case  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy^ 
except  that  of  a  sale  of  the  goods.  I  think  I  should  not 
have  hesitated  in  directing  the  jury  that  any  one  of  these 
was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  j  but  when  they  are  all  taken 
together^  they  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  motives  of  the 
bankrupt  in  the  evasions  he  made  to  his  creditors^  accom- 
panied as  they  were  by  frauds  and  this  avoiding  of  creditors 
is  precisely  within  the  very  letter  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
The  case  that  has  been  quoted  from  the  Nisi  Prius  Reports 
is  only  one  of  numerous  examples  of  the  same  sort^  in 
which  the  parties  have  made  an  appointment  at  a  house^ 
not  the  usual  house  of  the  bankrupt^  and  he  failing  to 
keep  it^  it  has  not  been  deemed  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  but 
if,  to  avoid  his  creditors^  a  man  says^  I  will  meet  you  at 
a  public-house^  or  I  will  meet  you  at  such  a  place,  at  such 
a  time,  in  such  a  way,  and  then  pay  you  money,  and  he  is 
not  there  at  all,  that  has  been  held  to  be  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. The  cases  are  numerous,  but  they  have  not  found 
their  way  into  the  reports,  except  that  one  case.  I  think 
it  is  clear  there  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Then  Mr.  Cromptan  says,  that  if  you  treat  this  as  a  sale, 
you  must  treat  it  as  a  sale  with  all  the  circumstances  belong- 
ing to  it.  That  proposition  is  true,  with  this  qualification—* 
if  the  sale  is  made  by  an  agent,  and  properly  conducted  for 
the  supposed  vendor,  and  the  person  buying  is  an  honest 
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E*ek.  qf  PUm,  buyer,  the  yendor  most  stand  to  the  sale,  and  is  bound  by 

the  contract;  but  if  a  stranger  takes  my  goods,  and  delivers 
them  to  another  man,  no  doubt  a  contract  may  be  implied, 
and  I  may  bring  an  action  either  of  trover  for  them,  or  of 
assumpsit.  This  is  a  declaration  framed  on  a  contract  implied 
by  law.  Where  a  man  gets  hold  of  goods  without  any  actual 
contract,  the  law  allows  the  owner  to  bring  assumpsit; 
that  is  the  solution  of  it,  and  gets  rid  of  the  whole  di£S- 
culty.  Here  the  bankrupt  took  these  goods,  and  delivered 
them  to  the  defendants ;  on  that  an  implied  assumpsit  arises 
that  they  are  to  pay  the  owners  the  value  of  the  goods. 
I  think  that  is  an  answer  to  Mr.  Crompton's  argument, 
and  a  whole  class  of  cases  have  decided  this  point,  that  you 
may  convert  a  tort  into  an  action  of  assumpsit,  by  bring- 
ing an  action  for  the  value  of  the  goods  so  sold,  waiving 
the  tort.  Here  the  bankrupt  is  selling  goods  under  false 
colours,  in  order  to  cover  transactions  he  knew  he  could 
not  otherwise  cover;  and  he  has  no  right  to  set  up  bis  own 
fraudulent  contract.  But  the  action  being  brought  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  assignees,  and  not  by  the 
bankrupt,  the  assignees  have  a  right  to  waive  the  tort, 
and  bring  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the 
first  point,  the  effect  of  the  bill  of  particulars,  I  apprehend, 
is  entirely  confined  to  the  plaintiJSTs'  evidence  at  the  triaL 
Where  there  is  a  declaration  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
and  the  particulars  specify  the  goods  sold,  with  the  amount, 
giving  credit  specifically  for  the  sums  paid ;  there  the  par- 
ticular is  construed  to  mean,  that  the  defendant  is  to 
understand  that  the  plaintifi*,  at  the  trial,  will  be  confined, 
on  his  general  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  to  the 
unpaid-for  goods ;  it  restrains  his  evidence  to  that.  Yea 
are  not  to  expect,  in  such  a  case,  that  the  plaintiff  will  give 
•vidence  of  the  whole  of  the  goods  which  he  has  delivered 
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to  you,  and  that  you  are  to  get  rid  of  it  by  shewing  you  Exeb.  of  pum, 
paid  for  them ;  but  by  his  particular  he  is  restrained  to  a  ^  '   ^ 

balance,  and  a  balance  alone.  That  is  the  true  construe*  Russell 
tion  of  the  particulars  in  this  case ;  they  go  in  restraint  of  Bbll. 
the  plaintiff's  evidence,  and  no  more.  Here  the  plaintiffs 
have  one  claim  which  they  state  in  two  different  forms  in 
these  counts :  in  the  one  case  they  treat  it  as  a  claim  that 
arose  to  them  as  assignees,  by  reason  of  the  sale  the  bank- 
rupt made ;  in  another  count  they  treat  it  as  a  sale  made 
by  themselves  as  assignees  after  the  bankruptcy;  to  which 
the  defendant  pleads  in  effect  thus : — '  If  you  treat  it  as  a 
sale  by  the  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt 
owed  me  more  money,  and  I  have  a  good  defence  against 
you.'  To  that  plea  the  plaintiffs  demurred,  and  on  the  ar- 
gument the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
wrong,  and  that  if  it  was  to  be  treated  as  a  sale  before  the 
bankruptcy,  the  defendant  had  a  good  defence,  it  being 
clear  that  the  defendant  had  counter  claims  amounting 
to  more  than  £140.  Then  the  plaintiffs  say,  that  being 
so,  they  will  go  upon  the  count  which  treats  it  as  a  sale 
by  the  assignees  after  the  bankruptcy.  It  is  true,  at  the 
trial  they  are  restrained  from  going  for  more  than  the 
£140  on  that  count,  but  that  is  the  only  restraint  which 
the  particulars  impose  upon  them.  That  restraint  will  not 
avail  the  defendants  on  the  present  occasion,  because'  it 
must  be  considered,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  given  evi- 
dence of  any  thing,  excepting  that  one  claim  by  the  bank- 
rupt ;  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  particulars  in  this 
case  do  not  restrain  the  plaintiffs  in  the  slightest  degree ; 
that  their  only  effect  at  the  trial  is  to  restrain  the  evidence 
they  are  to  give,  and  has  no  reference  whatever  to  the 
pleadings. 

Then  the  next  point  is,  whether  or  not,  that  being  the 
case,  the  plaintiffs  being  at  liberty  to  give  evidence  of  goods 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  assignees  to  the  defendant,  for 
which  they  proceed  to  claim  payment,  have  they  made  out 
that?    They  shew,  long  before  the  I5th  day  of  October, 
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Sjrek,  of  preas,  acts  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  the  bankrupt^  Joseph 

NichoU.  There  was  abundant  evidence  to  shew  not  only 
one  but  several  acts  of  bankruptcy  before  the  15th  of 
October;  appointments  made  with  creditors^  to  meet  them 
at  particular  places  in  order  to  pay  them  money^  and  going 
away  and  making  excuses  not  founded  in  fact,  and  which  in- 
deed were  no  excuses  at  all,  and  could  leave  no  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  the  jury  that  he  absented  himself  upon  those  occa- 
sions merely  to  delay  his  creditors.  That  such  an  absenting 
is  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  beyond  all  possibility  of  doubt. 
Then,  if  that  be  so,  another  question  is,  has  there  been 
a  sale  subsequent  to  these  acts  of  bankruptcy  to  the  de- 
fendants ?  I  am  supposing  there  are  acts  of  bankruptcy 
proved  prior  to  the  15th  of  October.  There  is  proof  that 
Bell  comes  to  the  bankrupt  and  persuades  him  to  sell  the 
yam  to  him ;  there  is  the  examination  of  Bell,  in  which  he 
states  that  he  has  received  the  goods ;  and  there  is  the  in- 
voice, in  which  it  is  stated  that  Messrs.  Harrison  and  Bell 
(that  is  the  defendants)  bought  of  John  Nicholl  (that  is 
the  bankrupt)  yam  to  the  amount  of  114/.  15^.  As 
against  the  defendants,  this  is  sufficient  evidence  that  they 
received  those  goods  under  a  contract  of  sale  for  114/.  15t. 
The  defendant,  when  examined  before  the  commissioners, 
tells  a  story  about  the  goods ;  are  we  to  take  that  story  as 
it  is,  or  are  we  not  rather  to  take  so  much  only  as  may 
reasonably  be  taken  against  the  defendant,  rejecting  alto* 
gether  the  rest,  and  confine  him  to  that  on  which  he  in- 
curs responsibility?  He  must  be  answerable  for  that 
which  makes  against  himself,  where  he  is  the  offending 
party.  If  that  be  so,  as  it  is  a  contract  of  sale,  the  de- 
fendants are  bound  to  pay  to  these  plaintiffs,  who  are  the 
true  proprietors  of  the  goods,  the  sum  they  undertook  to 
pay,  namely  114/.  15^.,  which  is  the  amount  of  the  verdict. 


A 


Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 
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VACATION  SITTINGS  AFTER  TRINITY 

TERM. 


WiLKs  V,  Smith.  June  17. 

Assumpsit. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  theretofore,  AwumpsiL 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  by  a  certain  agreement  then  made  between  ii^^  t!\\e'ed' 
the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  ^^^^  ^y  ^ 

agreemeiit 

part,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  and  the  defendant  agreed  made  between 
to  purchase,  a  lot  of  building  ground,  situate  &c.,  and  which  the  defendant, 
said  lot  of  land  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  with  all  the  righte  i^^^^P^^^lo  *^ii 
and  privileges  thereto  belonging,  for  the  sum  of  £  1 20,  which  and  the  defend- 
sum  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  in  manner  tain  building 
following,  that  is  to  say,  on  or  before  the  expiration  of  four  f[^^£iVo  ' 
years  firom  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  agreement,  with  J^***^^  ****  ***- 
lawful  interest  at  five  per  cent.,  half-yearly,  until  paid,  to  pay  the 
The  declaration  then  alleged  mutual  promises,  and  averred,  oM>efore^the 
that  four  years  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  agree-  "JJ?**^.^  ^^^|j 
ment  had  not  yet  expired,  and  that  the  said  sum  of  £120  interest  at  £5 
had  not  yet  been  paid ;  and  that  after  the  making  of  the  yearly,  until 
agreement,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  averred  "hat^ 


to  wit,  &c.,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £12,  jj*^^"'  ^**" 
for  two  years'  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  jE120,  became  ed ;  that  the 
and  was  due  and  payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain-  been  paid:  and 
tiff  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  agreement.     Breach,  became  due  for 
in  non-payment  of  the  £12.  HeldXTtthe 

declaration  was 
goody  and  that 

Greneral  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer.  thepUimiffwas 

not  bound  to 
aver  that  he 

The  defendant's  point  was,  that  the  first  count  of  the  »>*<*  delivered 

*  possession  of 

declaration  is  insufficient,  because  it  does  not  aver  or  shew  the  land,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  had  any  title  to  the  ground  in  that  count  title  to  the 

land,  or  was 
ready  and  willing  to  convey  it. 
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E*ek.rfPUas,  mentioned  or  that  there  was  any  ability^  or  readiness^  or 

willingness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  to  perform  his  part 
of  the  agreement. 

The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintilST  were^  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  or  shew 
title  to  the  ground^  or  a  readiness  or  willingness  on  his 
part  to  perform  the  agreement^  as  neither  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  his  right  to  recover  the  interest^  which  the 
defendant  by  his  demurrer  admits  to  have  accrued  due  un» 
der  the  agreement.  The  plainti£F  will  also  contend^  that 
as  a  day  is  appointed  for  payment  of  the  interest,  and  no 
time  mentioned  for  performance  of  that  which  is  the  consi- 
deration for  the  interest,  it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  perform- 
ance, and  that  the  defendant's  remedy  is  by  cross-action, 
if  any  breach  of  the  agreement  has  been  committed  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiflf  will  also  contend  that  it  must  be 
presumed  he  has  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and 
that,  if  not,  the  defendant  should  have  pleaded  the  non«< 
performance. 

Warren,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^First,  the  plain- 
tiflf ought  to  have  shewn  on  the  face  of  his  declaration,  that 
he  had  a  good  title  to  the  land.  In  Luxton  v.  Robinson  (a), 
it  was  held  that,  in  an  action  upon  an  agreement  to  deliver 
possession  for  certain  considerations,  subject  to  a  forfeiture 
on  failure  by  either  party,  the  person  who  was  to  deliver 
possession  could  not  sue  for  the  forfeiture,  without  shewing 
in  his  declaration  a  possessory  title  in  himself.  The  party 
must  have  that  which  he  assumes  to  sell,  to  entitle  him  to 
sue,  and  therefore  he  was  bound  to  shew  he  had  a  title  to 
dispose  of  it.  In  HaUeweU  v.  MorreU{b),  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  recognised  the  doctrine,  that  a  vendor 
must  shew  a  title  to  convey.  That  proposition  was  ad- 
vanced by  Stephen,  Serjeant,  in  argument,  and  though 

(a)  2  Doug.  620. 
(Jb)  1  Man.  &  Gr.  367 ;  1  Scott,  N.  R.  309. 
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Hdverted  to^  was  not  denied  by  the  Courts  who  distinguished  Sxeb.  of  PUas, 
that  case  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  contract  for  the  ^ 

purchase  of  an  estate^  but  to  execute  a  deed  of  covenant.  Wilks 
In  Souter  v.  Drake  (a),  it  was  held  that  in  every  contract  for  Smith. 
the  sale  of  an  existing  lease^  there  is  an  implied  contract  by 
the  seller  (if  the  contrary  be  not  expressed)  to  make  out  the 
lessor's  title  to  demise;  and  without  shewing  such  title>  the 
seller  cannot  maintain  an  action  at  law  against  the  buyer^ 
for  refusing  to  complete  the  purchase.  Roper  v.  Coombes  (b) 
is  also  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  man  is  not  bound  to  pay 
money  on  a  contract  for  sale^  before  he  is  satisfied  that  the 
vendor  can  make  out  a  good  title  to  the  property  sold. 
Secondly^  there  is  no  averment  of  performance ;  no  allega* 
tion^  either  that  the  plainti£F  had  sold  the  land^  or  was 
ready  and  willing  to  make  an  actual  sale  of  it.  The  de- 
claration ought  to  have  averred^  either  that  he  had  done 
80  or  was  ready  and  willing  to  do  so^  otherwise  he  has  no 
right  to  claim  the  purchase-money.  That  is  a  condition 
precedent.  [He  referred  to  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams's  Notes 
to  Pordage  v.  Cole  {c),  and  the  language  of  Sir  James 
Mansfield^  C.  J.^  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Smith  v.  Woodhouse  (d).]  In 
Stovers  v.  Curling {e),  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says,  "The  rule  has 
been  established  by  a  long  series  of  decisions  in  modem 
times,  that  the  question,  whether  covenants  are  to  be  held 
dependent  or  independent  of  each  other,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the  parties  as  it 
Itppears  on  the  instrument,  and  by  the  application  of 
common  sense  to  each  particular  case.''  It  is  plain,  on 
such  an  agreement  as  this,  that  the  party  is  to  be  put  into 
possession  at  once  of  that  which  he  is  to  pay  for,  for  the 
four  years ;  he  was  to  be  put  in  possession  immediately,  in 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  992 ;  3  Nev.  &  (c)  1  Wms.  Saund.  320,  note  4, 

Man.  40.  {d)  2  New.  Rep.  239. 

(6)  6  B.  &  Cr.  534 ;  9  D.  &  R.  {e)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  355;  3  Scott, 

562.  740. 

VOL.  X.  B  B  M.  W. 
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Bxeh.  qf  PUoi,  order  that  he  might  commence  building  on  the  hind,  and 
'  ^  until  he  was,  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  money.  If  the 
WiLKt  plaintiflf  had  ayerred  that  he  had  put  him  into  possession, 
SyiTH.  the  defendant  might  have  traversed  it.  The  plaintiff,  after 
alleging  mutual  promises,  ought  to  have  averred  perform- 
ance on  his  part.  In  Laird  v.  Pirn  (a),  where,  in  assump* 
sit  by  the  vendor  against  the  purchasers  of  land,  the 
declaration  stated  that  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's 
selling  to  the  defendants  certain  land,  to  be  paid  for  as 
soon  as  the  conveyance  should  be  completed,  the  defend- 
ants promised  to  purchase  and  pay  for  the  same ;  and  there 
was  an  averment,  that  although  the  plaintiff  had  allowed  the 
defendants  to  enter  into  possession  of  the  lands,  and  had  always 
been  ready  and  willing  to  make  a  good  title,  and  offered 
the  defendants  to  execute  a  conveyance,  and  would  have 
tendered  a  proper  conveyance,  but  that  the  defendant  dis- 
charged him  firom  so  doing.  Breach,  in  non-payment  of 
the  purchase-money : — and  it  was  held  that  the  declaration 
was  good.  There  there  was  an  averment,  of  the  absence  <tf 
which,  in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  complains. — He 
also  cited  Mattock  v.  Kingslake  (A),  and  Poole  v.  HRU  (c). 

/.  W.  Smith,  contra. — The  two  questions  resolve  them- 
selves into  one ;  namely,  whether  the  defendant's  promise 
was  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff^s  promise,  or  of  hit 
performance.  If  the  defendant  promised  in  considerati<m 
of  the  performance  of  the  contract  by  the  plaintiff,  per- 
formance must  be  averred ;  but  if  it  was  in  consideration 
of  the  plaintiff's  promise,  the  defendant  has  obtained  that 
for  which  he  contracted  to  pay  the  interest.  In  the  pre- 
sent agreement  no  time  is  fixed  for  delivering  possession 
of  the  land,  but  a  time  is  fixed  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money.  In  Mattock  v.  Kingslake,  Littledale,  J. 
says,  ^'A  time  being  fixed  for  payment,  and  none  for 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  474.  (b)  10  Ad.  &  Ell.  50;  2  Per.  &  D.  343. 

(f)  6  M.  &  W.  835. 
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doing  that  which  was  the  consideration  for  the  payment,  £mA.  ^  Pieatt 
an  action  lies  for  the  parchase-xnoney  without  averring  v^f^_^ 
performance  of  the  consideration.  An  action  for  not  Wilks 
executing  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  might  have  been  Smith. 
maintained  by  the  defendant  before  the  day  of  payment ; 
and  in  such  action  no  allegation  of  payment  would  have 
been  necessary.  The  covenants  are  independent,  and 
each  party  has  relied  upon  his  remedy  by  action  against 
the  other.^'  Here  the  defendant  might  at  any  time  have 
brought  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for  non-perform- 
ance of  the  agreement  on  his  part.  The  promise  is  the 
consideration,  and  not  the  performance  by  the  plaintiff.  In 
Campbell  v.  Jones  (a),  the  same  principle  is  laid  down ;  and 
that  decision  was  recognised  and  approved  by  the  Court 
in  Glazebrook  v.  Woodrow  (A).  In  Pordage  v.  Cole  (c),  the 
declaration  was  similar  to  the  present,  and  there  it  was 
held  that  the  covenant  was  an  independent  one,  and  that 
the  vendor  might  bring  an  action  for  the  money,  before 
any  conveyance  by  him  of  the  land.  In  the  notes  to 
that  case  {d)  the  rule  is  laid  down  thus :  ''  K  a  day  be  ap- 
pointed for  payment  of  money  or  part  of  it,  or  for  doing 
any  other  act,  and  the  day  is  to  happen,  or  may  happen 
brfore  the  thing  which  is  the  consideration  of  the  money 
or  other  act  is  to  be  performed,  an  action  may  be  brought 
for  the  money,  or  for  not  doing  such  other  act,  iM^ore  per- 
formance ;  for  it  appears  that  the  party  relied  upon  his 
remedy,  and  did  not  intend  to  make  the  performance  a  con- 
dition precedent ;  and  so  it  is  where  no  time  is  fixed  for 
performance  of  that  which  is  the  consideration  of  the 
money  or  other  act.^^ 

Warren,  in  reply. — The  agreement  being  that  the  de- 
fendant was  to  pay  interest  for  four  years,  or  until  the 
principal  money  wajs  paid,  shews  that  he  was  to  be  put  into 

(fl)  6  T.  R.  670.  (f)  1  Saund.  319. 

(6)  8  T.  R.  366.  (d)  P.  320. 

B  B  2 
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EMk.  of  Pleas,  possessiou  of  the  land;    and  the  plaintiff  should  have 
.   ^^^'  .     averred  that  he  had  done  that  which^  on  the  fieujc  of  the 
WiLKs       recordj  it  appears  he  had  undertaken  to  do. 


V. 

Smith. 


Pabke^  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  declaration  is 
goodj  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
aver  his  readiness  and  willingness  to  convey  at  every 
period  of  the  contract.  It  is  enough  if  he  is  ready  and 
able  to  convey  at  the  time  when  the  title  is  to  be  made 
out.  I  also  think  that  it  is  no  objection  that  he  has  not 
averred  that  he  had  a  title  to  the  land.  According  to 
the  terms  of  the  agreement^  no  time  is  fixed  for  the  sale ; 
but  a  time  is  limited  within  which  the  principal  money  is 
to  be  paidj  with  interest  in  the  mean  time.  The  consider- 
ation for  the  defendant's  paying  the  interest  is  the  plain- 
tiff's undertcMng  to  sell  the  land,  not  the  actual  sale  of  it. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  do  anything  before  the 
money  is  paid.  The  rule,  as  laid  down  in  the  notes  to 
P&rdage  v.  Cok,  applies  strictly  to  this  case.  No  time^ 
then,  being  fixed  by  the  agreement  for  the  conveyance  of 
the  land,  it  cannot  be  a  condition  precedent ;  nor  can  we 
imply  that  a  conveyance  was  intended  to  be  made  before 
the  interest  was  paid,  else  we  should  be  supposing  that 
the  plaintiff  intended  to  part  with  his  estate  before  the 
money  was  paid,  and  such  an  intention  certainly  cannot 
be  implied  £rom  the  nature  of  the  contract.  It  may  be, 
that  no  conveyance  need  be  made  till  the  principal  money 
is  paid,  that  is,  at^  the  end  of  four  years.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  or  not  interest  is  to  be  paid  before  the 
plaintiff  has  given  up  possession  of  the  land.  I  think  it  is, 
and  that  the  conveyance  is  not  a  condition  precedent. 
The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  one  act 
is  to  be  done  in  consideration  of  another,  the  party  suing 
for  the  non-performance  must  aver  performance  on  his 
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part.     Bat  if  there  be  two  acts,  one  fixed  in  point  of  time^  E*eh.  of  PUat, 
and  the  other  not,  the  latter  is  not  a  condition  precedent,     v      _     ^ 
Here  the  defendant  relied  not  upon  the  plaintiff's  perform-       Wilks 
ance,  but  upon  his  promise  to  perform.  Smith. 

RoLFB,  B. — The  case  of  Luxtan  v.  Robinson,  cited  by 
Mr.  ffanren,  is  distinguishable  from  this  case,  because 
there  possession  was  to  be  delivered  to  the  defendant  on  a 
given  day.  But  here  there  is  no  such  obligation  to  deliver 
possession.  No  such  intention  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
contract ;  and  if  we  were  to  hold,  that  possession  was  to  be 
given  by  the  plaintiff*^  our  decision  would  be  at  variance 
with  the  meaning  of  the  parties.  The  vendor  was  not  to 
convey  the  estate  before  he  got  the  purchase-money. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


HiCKINBOTHAM  V.  LeACH.  June  22. 

OLANDEB. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  to  a  decUra- 
diarged  the  plaintiff,  a  pawnbroker  and  silversmith,  with  fj^puanj'to  Ac 
committing  the  unfair  and  dishonourable  practice  of  "  duff-  plaintiff,  a 

,     .         .      ,  .      pawnbroker, 

ing,''  f .  e.  of  replenishing  or  doing  up  goods  being  in  his  that  he  had 

•t       J     •         J  J  X  j'ij  J     1   J    •         committed  the 

hands  in  a  damaged  or  worn-out  condition,  and  pledging  unfair  and  dis- 
the  same  with  other  pawnbrokers.  honourable 

'^   ^         ^  practice  of  duflT- 

Plea^  that  the  plaintiff  did  replenish  and  do  up  divers  iogi  that  is,  of 
goods,  then  being  in  his  hands  in  a  damaged  and  worn-  doing  up  goodf, 
out  condition,  and  did  pledge  the  said  goods  with  divers  hJJJJJ  j"  ^\^^ 
other  good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm^  then  being  magedorwom- 
pawnbrokers. — ^Verification.  and  pledging 

them  with 
other  pawn- 
broken,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiflf  did  replenish  and  do  up  divert  goods,  being 
in  his  bands  in  a  damaged  or  worn-out  condition,  and  pledge  them  with  divers  other  pawn* 
brokers. — Heid  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  not  being  sufficiently  specific. 


803 
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Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  it  was  not 
stated  by  the  plea  what  goods,  or  what  kind  of  goods^ 
being  in  a  damaged  condition,  the  plaintiff  repleniabed 
and  did  up,  nor  with  what  pawnbroker  or  pawnbrokers  the 
said  goods  so  replenished  and  done  up  were  pledged. 

Erk,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  is  mueh 
too  general  and  vague  in  its  statements ;  the  plaintiff  can- 
not learn  from  it  what  he  is  to  come  to  prore  or  disprove. 
It  is  in  effect  only  a  general  plea  that  the  plaintiff  cairied 
on  his  business  in  a  disreputable  manner,  which  is  the  fibel 
itself.  The  defendant  cannot  justify  by  merely  repeating 
the  general  imputations  of  the  slanderous  words.  This 
plea  would  not  give  the  plaintiff  any  notion  what  were  the 
goods  alleged  to  be  replenished  and  done  up,  or  when 
or  with  whom  they  were  pledged.  If  the  defendant  had 
the  evidence  of  his  statement,  he  might  have  specified  the 
goods  and  the  persons.  The  justification  must  set  forth 
issuable  facts.  Jones  v.  Stevens  (a),  Newman  v.  Bailey  (b), 
J'ansan  v.  Situirt  (c),  Holmes  v.  Catesby  (d).  [Parke,  B. — 
It  is  very  difficult  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Newmam 
V.  Bailey.'] 


The  Court  then  called  on 


G.  T.  JVhiie,  contra.—  The  case  of  Neiaman  v.  Bailey  is 
distinguishable,  on  the  ground  that  there,  for  aught  that 
appeared  specifically  on  the  plea,  the  plaintiff  might  have 
inflicted  penalties  for  many  different  kinds  of  offences,  and 
collected  fines  from  all  sorts  of  people :  nothing  specific 
was  there  alleged.  Here  the  plea  begins  by  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  an  unfair  mode  of  conducting  the  business 
of  a  patvnbroker  and  silversmith ;  and  then  the  defendant 
points  out,  with  sufficient  precision,  with  reference  to  the 


(a)  11  Price,  235. 
(6)  2  Chit.  R.  665. 


(r)  1  T.  R.  748. 
(</)  1  TaunU  543. 
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rule  which  prevents  him  from  pleading  a  multiplicity  of  ^ck-  9f  PUtu^ 
matters,  the  kind  and  nature  of  such  dishonourable  deal- 
ings. What  goods  the  plaintiff  did  up,  or  with  what  pawn- 
brokers he  pledged  them,  must  (assuming  the  plea  to  be 
true)  be  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledge.  [Pcarke,  B. — 
Tour  argument  would  be  equally  good,  if  it  were  a  plea 
that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  divers  felonies.  Alder^ 
«o»,  B. — ^The  plea  ought  to  state  the  charge  with  the  same 
precision  as  in  an  indictment.]  It  is  clearly  not  necessary 
to  set  forth  a  multitude  of  specific  instances ;  ''  it  being  a 
rule  of  pleading,  that  where  a  subject  comprehends  multi- 
plicity of  matter,  there,  in  order  to  avoid  prolixity,  the  law 
allows  of  general  pleading/'  2  Saund.  411,  n.  (4) ;  Com* 
wallis  V.  Sttvery  (a),  Shum  v.  Farrington  (6),  Barton  v.  Webb 
(c).  [Alderson,  B. — ^In  those  cases  the  substantial  breach 
was  the  not  accounting  for  a  gross  sum,  received  in  parts. 
But  here  every  individual  act  of  duffi,ng  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  the  action.]  But  the  defendant  ought  not 
to  be  tied  up  to  plead  and  prove  one  particular  act.  He  is 
not  to  plead  matter  of  evidence,  which  lies  within  the  plain- 
tiff's knowledge ;  Gale  v.  R^ed  {d).  The  defendant  points 
out  a  specific  class  of  acts,  and  that  is  sufficient. 


Parke,  B. — It  is  a  perfectly  well-established  rule  in 
cases  of  libel  or  slander,  that  where  the  charge  is  general 
in  its  nature,  the  defendant,  in  a  plea  of  justification,  must 
state  some  specific  instances  of  the  misconduct  imputed  to 
the  plaintiff.  That  is  settled  by  the  cases  of  J'ansan  v. 
Stuart,  Neumian  v.  Bailey,  and  Holmes  v.  Catesby.  In 
some  of  those  cases,  perhaps,  the  statement  in  the  plea 
was  not  so  specific  as  it  is  here,  but  still  this  is  not  specific 
enough :  the  plea  should  have  stated  the  description  of  the 
goods,  or  at  least  the  names  of  the  pawnbrokers  with  whom 
they  were  pledged.    As  it  is,  the  statement  is  so  general, 

(a)  2  Burr.  772.  (c)  8  T.  R.  459. 

(6)  1  Bos.  &  P.  640.  (d)  8  East,  80. 
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Bxch,  of  Pleas,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  know  with  what  he  is  intended  to 

be  charged.  The  defendant  is  bonnd  to  give  him  informap 
tion  of  some  specific  acts  with  which  he  intends  to  charge 
him.  This  plea  does  not  do  that,  and  is  therefore  bad. 
With  respect  to  the  cases  which  hare  been  referred  to,  of 
actions  for  not  accounting  for  monies,  the  reason  for  the 
exception  in  those  cases  is,  that  there  the  charge  is  for  not 
accounting  for  an  aggregate  sum  received;  and  it  is  held 
to  be  sufficient,  in  order  to  avoid  multiplicity  of  pleading, 
to  assign  a  general  breach,  that  the  defendant  received 
divers  sums  of  money,  which  he  did  not  pay  over.  None 
of  those  decisions  have  any  application  to  cases  of  Jibd  or 
slander.  The  plea  is  therefore  bad,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 


Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  olgeet 
of  the  plea  is  to  give  the  plaintiff  information  what  it  is  of 
which  the  defendant  means  to  accuse  him.  Mr.  Whiie 
says  that  must  be  within  the  plaintiff's  knowledge;  but 
that  is  not  the  case :  what  the  plaintiff  has  actually  done 
in  the  course  of  his  business  is  within  his  knowledge,  but 
not  what  the  defendant  mistakenly  or  wickedly  means  to 
charge  him  with  having  done;  that  is  peculiarly  within 
the  defendant's  knowledge,  and  it  is  because  it  is  so  that 
he  is  to  plead  it. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bxeh,  of  PUatf 
1842. 

EaveBTAFF  V.  BUSBELL.  June  22. 

UeBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  acconnt  a  plea,  that 
stated.    Plea,  that  the  said  several  supposed  causes  of  ac-  J^tJ^^/^^l 
tion  in  the  declaration  mentioned  did  not  accrue  to  the  ^f  *ction  in  the 

declaration 

plaintiff  within  six  years  next  before  the  commencement  mentioned  did 
of  the  suit.     Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  the  plaintiff 
plea,  although  it  professed  to  be  pleaded  in  confession  and  ^^^JJ'foJ^" 
avoidance,  did  not  contain  any  sufficient  confession  that  commencement 

^  ,      of  the  ittit,  ii 

the  plaintiff  ever  had  any  cause  of  action. — Joinder  in  good, 
demurrer. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  term  ''  sup^ 
posed  causes  of  action'^  does  not  amoimt  to  a  sufficient 
admission  that  there  ever  was  a  cause  of  action  in  the 
plaintiff.  Gak  v.  Capem  (a)  may  perhaps  be  relied  on 
for  the  defendant.  There  a  plea  of  set-off  stated,  that  the 
plaintiff  made  his  promissory  note  payable  to  A.  C,  which 
was  duly  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  after  the 
death  of  A.  C,  by  his  administrator,  and  was  unpaid. 
The  plaintiff  replied,  that  "  the  said  supposed  debt  and 
cause  of  set-off,  upon  the  said  promissory  note,  did  not 
accrue  to  the  defendant  within  six  years  ;^'  and  it  was  held 
that  the  replication  admitted,  not  only  the  making  of  the 
note,  but  also  the  indorsement  of  it  to  the  defendant. 
But  that  case  is  distinguishable,  because  there  the  repli- 
cation expressly  referred  to  the  cause  of  action  ''upon  the 
promissory  note.''  In  Margetts  v.  Bays  (i),  a  plea  that 
''  the  said  supposed  debt  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  if 
any  such  there  be,  did  not  accrue  within  six  years,''  was 
held  bad,  as  not  sufficiently  confessing  and  avoiding  the 
debt :  and  on  Gale  v.  Capem  being  cited.  Lord  Denman, 
C.  J.,  said,  ''  That  was  after  trial ;  but  here  the  form  of 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  E.  102 ;  3  Nev.  &  (6)  4  Ad.  &  £11. 489 ;  6  Ner.  & 

M.  863.  Man.  228. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  the  plea  is  specially   demurred  to^  which  makes  all  the 


1842. 


diflference/'  [Parke,  B.  —  Gould  v.  Laabury  (a)  is  an 
Eavestaff  authority  against  you.  There  this  Court,  after  confer- 
RussELL.  ence  with  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench,  held  that  a  plea  in 
bar,  which  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  discharged  under 
the  Insolvent  Debtors^  Act  '^  from  the  said  debts  and  causes 
of  action,  if  any,  and  each  and  every  of  them,''  was  bad:  but 
Lord  Lyndhuraty  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  observed 
that  '^  the  word  supposed  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  as 
no  more  than  alleged,''  and  stated  that  he  found  that  word 
in  several  of  the  forms  adverted  to  at  the  bar,  but  not  the 
words  '^  if  any  such  there  be/']  His  Lordship  afterwards 
says,  that  ''  it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  the  expression 
supposed  from  that  of  if  any/*  [Alderson,  B. — Sorely  the 
stqtposed  cause  of  action  must  mean  the  aUeged  cause. 
Parke,  B. — In  Margetts  v.  Bays  the  words  made  it  doubt- 
ful whether  any  debt  existed  at  all]. 

Udall,  contra,  referred  to  GwiUim  v.  Daniell  (i),  and  was 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
word  ''  supposed"  is  a  sufficient  admission  of  a  cause  of 
action.  It  is  the  usual  and  ordinary  mode  of  pleading 
in  cases  of  this  nature ;  and  I  have  seen  instances  without 
number,  where,  after  a  plea  of  the  general  issue,  a  special 
plea  has  followed,  professing  to  answer  the  supposed  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  The  words  "  if 
any"  stand  on  a  different  footing,  and  although  sufficient 
in  a  plea  in  abatement,  they  are  not  so  in  a  plea  in  bar, 
because  they  leave  it  doubtful  whether  any  debt  at  all  ever 
existed. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  254 ;  4  Tyr.  863.  (b)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  68. 
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Mitchell  v.  Craog.  June  22, 

Assumpsit  on  a  bin  of  exchange  for  16/.  12s.,  drawn  Toa  dccUra- 
by  Messrs.  Fogo  &  George,  upon  and  accepted  by  the  de-  accepiS'of  a*** 
fendant,  and  indorsed  by  Fogo  &  George  to  the  plaintiflF.     biu  of  exchange 

The  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  that  after  the  said  bill  drawn  by  f.' 
became  due,  Fogo  &  George,   being  then  the   holders  dorsed^by  them 
thereof,  applied  to  the  defendant  for  payment  of  the  amount  |he*dcfendanf' 
of  the  said  bill :  that  the  defendant  then  paid  to  Foso  &  pleaded  as 

^  ,  ,1  followg:— lit, 

George  the  several  sums  of  4/.  lis.  and  2/.  10^.,  which  That  after  the 
sums,  together  with  the  price  and  value  of  a  certain  horse  ^U,  f!"&  G., 
which  the  defendant  had  then  sold  to  the  said  Fogo  &  ^""«  '*»*"  ^*»« 

^  holders,  ap* 

George,  (and  the  price  and  value  of  which,  it  was  then  p^cd  to  the 

defendant  for 

agreed  by  and  between  the  defendant  and  Fogo  &  George,  payment  of  the 
should  be  set  off  and  allowed  against  the  defendant's  said  defendant  pdd 
acceptance),  Fogo  &  George  accepted  in  full  satisfaction  ***^.™.  ^''  ^\ 
and  discharge  of  the  amount  of  the  said  bill,  and  of  the  with  the  price 
defendant's  acceptance ;  and  that  the  said  bill  was  not  in-  which  the  de- 
dorsed  or  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  until  after  the  said  [*5jf *o  F^*&  G 
satisfaction  and  discharge,  and  after  the  said  bill  became  ^'^^  ^^^  P*'*ce 

of  which,  it 
due  and  payable.  was  agreed  be- 

Fourth  plea : — That  before  the  said  bill  came  into  the  ^^^  beTet 
possession  of  tlie  plaintiff,  it  was  indorsed  in  blank  by  °^|*n,^*hed*? 

Fogo  &  George  to  Cadman  &  Co. ;   and  that  after  it  fendant's  ac- 
ceptance, F.  & 

G.  accepted  in 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  bill ;  and  that  the  bill  was  not  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  until 
after  the  said  satisfaction  and  discharge,  and  after  it  became  due.  2ndly,  That  before  the  bill 
came  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  indorsed  in  blank  by  F.  &  G.  to  C.  &  Co. ;  and 
that  after  it  became  due,  it  being  then  in  the  hands  of  C.  &  Co.,  F.  &  G.  gave  C.  &  Co.  another 
bill,  accepted  by  them,  for  the  same  amount,  which  C.  &  Co.  received  on  account  of  the  first- 
mentioned  bill,  and  which  was  paid  by  F.  &  G.  at  maturity ;  that  after  the  second  bill  was  so 
given,  the  defendant  paid  to  F.  &  G.  7/.  2s.,  &c.  &c.  [as  in  the  first  plea] ;  that  at  the  time  of 
the  giving  of  the  second  bill  by  F.  &  G.  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  settlement  be- 
tiveen  the  defendant  and  F.  &  G.,  the  bill  in  the  declaration  mentioned  remained  in  the  hands 
of  C.  &  Co.,  and  was  not  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  until  after  the  giving  of  the  second  bill  by  F. 
&  G.,  nor  until  after  it  became  due.  To  each  of  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  replied,  **  that  the  said 
plea,  and  the  statements  therein  contained,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  same  are  therein  pleaded, 
are  not  true  in  substance  and  in  fact;"  concluding  to  the  country. 

Held,  first,  that  the  replication  was  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  being  an  informal  de  injurift: 
secondly,  that  the  pleas  were  bad  in  substance,  because  they  did  not  shew  that  the  sum  paid  by 
the  defendant)  together  with  the  price  of  the  horse,  equalled  the  amount  of  the  bill  of 
exchange* 
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Eseh.  of  Pteui,  became  due,  it  then  being  in  the  hands  of  Cadman  & 
'  ^  Co.,  Fogo  &  Greorge  gave  to  Cadman  and  Co.  a  certain 
Mitchell  other  bill  of  exchange,  accepted  by  them  the  said  Fogo 
Ckagg.  &  George,  for  the  sum  of  16/.  lis.,  which  said  last-men- 
tioned bill  Cadman  &  Co.  received  on  account  of  the  said 
first-mentioned  bill  of  exchange,  and  which  was  duly  paid 
by  Fogo  &  George  at  its  maturity:  that  after  the  said 
second  bill  of  exchange  was  so  given  as  aforesaid,  the  de- 
fendant paid  to  Fogo  &  George  the  several  sums  of  42. 12f. 
and  21.  10s.,  which  said  sums,  together  with  the  price  and 
value  of  a  certain  horse  which  the  defendant  had  then  sold 
to  Fogo  &  George,  and  the  price  and  value  of  which,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  defendant  and  Fogo  &  George,  should 
be  set  off  against  the  said  acceptaAce  of  the  defendant^ 
Fogo  &  George  then  accepted  in  fiill  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  amount  of  the  said  first-mentioned  bill  at 
exchange,  and  of  the  defendant's  said  acceptance :  that  at 
the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  said  second  bill  by  Fogo  & 
George  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  settlement 
between  the  defendant  and  Fogo  &  George,  the  said  bill  of 
exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned  remained  in  the 
hands  of  Cadman  &  Co.,  and  that  the  same  was  not  in- 
dorsed or  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  until  after  the  said 
satisfaction  and  discharge,  nor  until  after  the  giving  of  the 
said  second  bill  by  Fogo  &  George  to  Cadman  &  Co.,  nor 
until  after  the  said  bill  became  due. 

To  each  of  these  pleas  there  was  the  following  replica- 
tion : — That  the  said  plea,  and  the  statements  therein  con- 
tained, in  manner  and  form  as  the  same  are  therein  pleaded 
and  set  forth,  are  not  true  in  substance  and  fact ;  conclud- 
ing to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  replica- 
tion improperly  attempted  to  put  in  issue  all  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  plea,  and  was  multifarious  and  improper, 
not  being  a  replication  in  form  de  injuri&;  and  that  the 
pleas  contained  matter  of  discharge,  and  also  justified  un*> 
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der  an  authority,  and  therefore  the  general  replication  was  Sxek.  qfPUa*^ 
insufficient. — Joinder  in  demurrer.  ^  '  ^ 

The  principal  point  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  Mitchell 
the  plaintiff  was^  that  the  defendant  attempted^  in  his  third  ckago. 
and  fourth  pleas^  to  shew  a  discharge  of  his  liability  as  ac- 
ceptor by  an  accord  and  satisfaction  with  Fogo  &  G^orge^ 
but  stated  no  facts  amounting  to  a  good  accord  and  satis- 
faction, or  to  a  good  discharge  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange 
in  any  way. 

Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — First,  the  pleas 
are  good,  at  least  on  general  demurrer.  The  plaintiff,  hav- 
ing taken  the  bill  after  it  became  due,  took  it  with  all  the 
equities  belonging  to  it,  and  can  have  no  better  title  than 
the  parties  from  whom  he  received  it :  Bayley  on  Bills,  137 ; 
Burrough  v.  Moss  (a).  Their  interest  in  the  bill,  therefore, 
being  satisfied,  the  plaintiff  can  have  no  right  of  action 
upon  it.  Secondly,  the  replication  is  clearly  bad.  It  is 
merely  an  informal  de  injuria  And  it  may  weU  be  con- 
tended that  the  replication  de  injuria  \fould  be  insufficient 
in  this  case;  for  as  the  breach  is  complete  upon  the  failure 
of  the  acceptor  to  pay  the  bill  when  due,  the  facts  alleged 
in  the  pleas  do  not  go  to  shew  an  excuse  for  his  breach  of 
promise,  but  a  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  by  matter 
subsequent.  Schild  v.  Kilpin  (i),  Salter  v.  Purchell  (c). 
[Parke,  B. — I  see  no  reason  why  de  injuria  should  not  be 
replied  in  this  case.  The  plea  sets  up  matter  of  excuse  for 
the  non-payment  of  the  bill ;  the  defendant  admits  he  has 
not  paid  the  bill,  which,  as  acceptor,  he  was  bound  to  pay ; 
and  his  defence  is  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  indorsee  under 
such  circumstances  as  disentitle  him  to  recover.  The  case 
resembles  that  ot  Isaac  v.  Farrar  (d).  The  objection  to  the 
form  of  replication  which  has  been  adopted  here  is,  that  it 
appears  to  put  in  issue  every  fact  alleged  in  the  plea, 

(a)  10  B.&Cr.558;  5  Man.&  (e)  1  Ad.  &  £L  (N.  S.),  197; 
Ry.  296.  1  G.  &  D.  693. 

(6)  8  M.  &  W.  673.  (rf)  1  M,  &  W.  65. 
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Exeh,  of  Pieat,  whereas  de  injuria  puts  in  issue  only  those  facts  which  are 
^     material.] 

Mitchell 
r. 

Cbago.  J.  W.  Smith,  contra. — ^The  pleas  are  bad  in  substance. 

In  the  first  place,  the  accord  and  satisfaction  ought  to  have 
been  pleaded  to  the  damages^  as  well  as  to  the  debt; 
Francis  t.  Crywell  (a).  Here  the  allegation  is  onlj  that 
Fogo  &  George  accepted  the  sums  paid  to  them  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  price  of  the  horse,  '^  in  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  amount  of  the  said  bill,  and  of  the  defend- 
ant's acceptance/'  But  a  bill  of  exchange,  when  due, 
bears  interest,  which  is  recoverable  as  damages.  [Park, 
B. — ^The  question  is,  whether,  on  general  demurrer,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  state  that  a  certain  sum  was  received  in 
satisfaction  of  tlie  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  consisting 
of  principal  money  and  interest.  It  might  not  be  suffi- 
cient on  special  demurrer,  but  on  general  demurrer  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  "  amount "  of  a  bill  of  exchange  may 
well  be  taken  to  mean  all  that  is  due  upon  it.] 

Secondly,  no  good  accord  and  satisfaction  appears  on  the 
plea :  for  as  the  price  of  the  horse  is  not  named,  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  two  sums  of  money  specifically  men- 
tioned, and  the  price  of  the  horse,  were  together  equal  to 
the  sum  as  to  which  the  accord  and  satisfaction  is  pleaded. 
— On  this  point  he  cited  Thomas  v.  Heathom  (A),  Everard 
V.  Paterson  (c),  and  Fulmerston  v.  Steward  (rf),  and  was 
then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Martin,  in  reply. — The  pleas  are  sufficient  on  general 
demurrer.  The  price  of  the  horse  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  the  difference  between  71.  %s.,  the  aggregate  of  the 
two  sums  mentioned  in  the  pleas,  and  16/.  \2s.,  the  amount 
of  the  bill  of  exchange.  But  further,  the  rule  that  pay- 
ment of  a  smaller  sum  is  no  satisfaction  of  a  greater,  is 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  886.  (c)  6  Taunt.  645 ;   2  Manh. 

(h)  2  B.  &  Cr.  477  ;  3  D.  &  R.      304. 
647.  {d)  Plowd.  104,  a. 
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lx>iifined  to  the  case  of  accord  and  satisfaction  by  money  ExcH,  of  Piea*^ 
payments :  a  chattel  worth  ten  pounds  may  be  taken  in  *  ^ 

satisfaction  of  a  debt  of  ten  thousand.  Mitchbll 


r. 
Ckago. 


Parke,  B. — I  think  the  pleas  are  bad  in  substance.  It 
is  left  uncertain  whether  the  horse  was  sold  for  a  fixed 
price,  or  upon  a  quantum  valebat.  It  is  consistent  with 
the  statements  in  the  pleas  that  the  horse  was  sold  for  £5 ; 
if  that  was  the  case,  that  sum,  together  with  the  7L  is., 
would  not  equal  the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  consequently 
would  not  be  any  satisfaction.  The  defendant  may  amend 
on  the  usual  terms,  otherwise  there  will  be  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Aldbrson,  B.,  Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfs,  B.,  concurred. 

Leave  to  the  defendant  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs, 
otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Tucker  v.  Webster.  June  22. 

UeBT  for  work    and    labour  as  an  attorney,  money  a  plea  of  the 

.^    A  plaintiff's 

paia,  «C.  discharge  under 

Plea,  that  after  the  accruing  of  the  debts  and  causes  of  }5\!"**^* a'l 
action  in   the    declaration    mentioned,    and   before  the  ought  to  aver 
commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff,  then  being  a  pri-  order  was  made 
Boner  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls   of  a  certain  me^nctmenroT' 
prison,  ficc.,  to  wit,  the  Fleet,  upon  process  for  and  by  ^^e  suit   But 
reason  of  a  certain  debt,  to  wit,  at  the  suit  of  one  W.  B.,  need  not  allege 
did  duly,  and  according  to  the  directions  and  provisions  of  tion  wm  not' 

dismissed,  or 
that  the  vesting  order  is  still  in  force,  nor  that  the  petition  was  filed,  and  the  vesting  order 
BMde,  after  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110  came  into  operation. 
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jSxek.  qf  PUat,  the  statute  made  and  passed  in  the  second  year  of  the 
^^^'  ^  reign  of  her  present  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled, 
''  An  act  for  abolishing  arrest  on  mesne  process,  in  dvil 
actions,  except  in  certain  cases,  for  extending  the  remedies 
of  creditors  against  the  property  of  debtors,  and  for 
amending  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  in 
England,^'  ^pplj  ^7  petition,  in  a  summary  way,  to  the 
Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  England,  for 
his  discharge  from  such  custody,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  act,  which  said  petition  was  then  duly  sub- 
scribed by  the  plaintiflf,  and  contained  all  such  matter  and 
things  as  are  required  by  the  said  act,  and  was  afterwards, 
to  wit,  &c.,  filed  in  the  said  Court,  pursuant  to  the  direc- 
tions in  the  said  act  contained;  that  after  the  filing  of  the 
said  petition,  the  said  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent 
Debtors,  did  order  that  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 
and  effects  of  the  plaintiff^,  both  within  this  realm  and 
abroad,  except  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other 
such  necessaries  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  family,  and  not 
exceeding  in  the  whole  the  value  of  £20,  and  all  the 
future  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  and  trust  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  or  to  any  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects 
within  this  realm,  &c.,  and  all  debts  due  or  growing  due  to 
the  plaintiff,  or  to  be  due  to  him  before  such  discharge  as 
aforesaid,  should  be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee,  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  estates  and  effects  of  the  insolvent 
debtors  in  England ;  that  the  said  order  was  afterwards,  to 
wit.  Sec.,  duly  entered  of  record  in  the  same  Court,  and 
thereupon,  by  virtue  of  the  said  order,  the  debts,  rights, 
and  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
each  and  every  of  them,  and  the  sums  of  money  alleged  to 
be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  vested  in  the 
provisional  assignee,  &c.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea 
should  have  alleged  that  the  petition  was  not  dismissed ; 
that  the  vesting  order  was  made  before  the  commencement 


TRINITY   VACATION^  5  VICT.  878 

of  the  suit,  and  is  still  in  force :  and  also  that  it  is  not  Exek.  of  PUa*, 

1842 
averred  by  the  plea^  that  the  petition  was  filed,  or  the 

vesting  order  made,  after  the  statute  came  into  operation. 

Wordsworth,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  is 
pleaded  with  reference  to  the  35th  and  37th  sections  of  the 
Stat.  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110.  The  35th  section  enables  persons 
in  actual  custody,  within  any  prison,  for  or  by  reason  of  any 
debt,  damages,  costs,  &c.,  or  by  reason  of  any  contempt  of 
Court,  for  non-payment  of  any  sum  of  money,  &c.,  to  apply 
by  petition  in  a  summary  way  to  the  Insolvent  Court  for 
their  discharge,  and  prescribes  the  mode  of  petitioning, 
and  the  matters  to  be  stated  in  the  petition.  The  37th 
section  enacts,  that  upon  the  filing  of  such  petition  by 
such  prisoner,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court,  and 
such  Court  is  thereby  authorized  and  required  to  order, 
that  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  such  pri- 
soner, except  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other 
such  necessaries  of  such  person  and  his  family,  &c.,  and  all 
the  future  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  such  prisoner 
in  or  to  any  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects,  &c.,  shall 
be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  for  the  time  being, 
and  such  order  shall  be  entered  of  record  in  the  same 
Court ;  provided  always,  that  in  case  the  petition  of  any 
such  prisoner  shall  be  dismissed  by  the  said  Court,  such 
vesting  order  shall  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses. The  plea  ought  to  have  averred  that  the  petition 
had  not  been  dismissed.  In  all  cases  where  a  party  seeks 
to  avail  himself  of  a  clause  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  which 
contains  an  exception  or  proviso,  he  ought  to  negative 
that  the  case  comes  within  that  exception.  That  is  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  in  Grand  JunC' 
turn  Railway  Company  v.  White  (a) ;  and  in  Vavasour 
V.  Ormrod  (4),  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  says,  "  If  an  act  of 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  221.  (b)  6  B.  &  Cr.  432. 

VOL.  X.  C  C  M.  W. 
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£jrcA.  ^  Pleat,  Parliament  or  a  private  instrument  contain  in  it,  firrt 
'»"'•        a  general  clause,  and  afterwards  a  separate  and 


TucKBR  clause^  which  has  the  effect  of  taking  out  of  the  general 
Webstbr.  clause  something  which  would  otherwise  be  included  in  if^ 
a  party  relying  upon  the  general  clause  in  pleading  maj 
set  out  that  clause  only^  without  noticing  the  separate  and 
distinct  clause^  which  operates  as  an  exception.  But  if  the 
exception  itself  be  incorporated  in  the  general  clause,  then 
the  party  reljdng  upon  it  must,  in  pleading,  state  it  with 
the  exception/'  [Parke,  B. — In  that  case  it  was  an  excep- 
tion, not  a  proviso.]  Other  cases  are  put  in  Bacon's  Abr. 
469,  Statute,  (L),  where  it  is  said,  '^  K  there  be  in  the  tame 
clause  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  which  is  pleaded,  any  pro- 
viso or  exception,  this  must  be  recited,  although  it  should 
make  against  the  party  reciting  it,  for  as  the  proviso  or 
exception  is  parcel  of  the  clause  which  is  pleaded,  if  thii 
should  be  omitted,  it  would  amount  to  a  misrecital  of  the 
clause/'  [Parkey  B. — If  it  comes  by  way  of  proviso  or 
defeazance,  whether  it  is  in  the  same  clause  or  anotheri 
it  makes  no  difference.  This  is  a  defeazance  by  matter  sub- 
sequent, and  it  is  sufficient  for  the  defendant  to  shew  the 
vesting  order,  which  by  the  statute  took  the  property,  and 
the  right  to  sue  out  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  petition  has 
been  in  point  of  fact  dismissed,  the  plaintiff  should  have 
shewn  that  in  answer.]  Then  there  is  another  objection, 
which  is,  that  the  plea  does  not  shew  that  the  vesting 
order  was  made  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit; 
and  it  cannot  be  implied,  for  the  defence  would  be  equally 
good  though  it  were  made  subsequent  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  only  in  that  case  it  must  have  been 
pleaded  against  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action, 
and  not  in  bar  of  the  action  generally.  The  plea  ought 
also  to  have  alleged  that  the  vesting  order  was  still  in  force, 
so  as  to  have  given  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  putting 
that  fact  in  issue.  [Parke,  B. — That  is  so  where  the 
defendant  pleads  his  own  discharge.]    If  the  plea  had  con- 
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eluded  that  the  vesting  order  was  still  in  force,  the  plain-  £*ch,  of  PUas, 
tiff  would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  traversing  that  aver-         ^^^' 
xnent,  which  now  he  cannot  do.    Another  objection  is,  that       Tucker 
the  plea  does  not  aver  that  the  petition  was  filed,  or  the      Webster. 
vesting  order  made,  after  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110  came 
into  operation.     [Alderson,  B. — The  plea  states  that  the 
plaintiff  petitioned  according  to  the  directions  and  provi- 
sions of  the  act,  which  he  could  not  have  done  before  the 
act  passed.]     In  Parkinson  v.  Whitehead  (a),  where  a  de- 
claration stated,  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  of 
May,  1825,  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  the  defendant's 
testator  agreed,  within  two  years  from  Midsummer  then 
next,  to  build  certain  houses,  and  alleged  for  breach  that 
the  houses,  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  (1839), 
were  unbuilt,  contrary  to  the  agreement ;  it  was  held  bad 
on  general  demurrer,  for  not  shewing  that  two  years  from 
Midsummer  next  after  the  making  of  the  agreement  had 
elapsed  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Pearson,  contrd,  was  requested  to  confine  himself  to  the 
objection,  that  the  plea  had  not  averred  that  the  vesting 
order  was  made  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. — It 
is  sufficiently  averred  in  substance  that  it  was  so.  The 
plea  alleges  that  ''  after  the  accruing  of  the  debts  and 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff,  then  being  a 
prisoner  in  actual  custody,  did  duly  and  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  made  and  passed  in  the  second 
year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty  Queen  Victoria, 
&c.,'^  apply  l>y  petition  in  a  summary  way  to  the  Court 
for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  for  his  discharge  from 
such  custody  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act, 
which  said  petition  was  then  duly  subscribed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  filed  in  the  said  Court, 

(a)  2  Man.  &  G.  329;  2  Scott,  New  Rep.  620. 

c  C  2 
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K^h.  of  PUoi,  pursuant  to  the  directions  in  the  said  act  contained ;  that 

after  the  filing  of  the  petition  the  said  C!ourt  made  the 
order^  and  that  the  said  order  was  afterwards^  to  wit, 
on  &C.9  duly  entered  of  record  in  the  same  Court.  The 
day  and  year  there  stated^  though  under  a  yidelioety  must 
be  taken  to  be  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  it,  for  it  will  be  intended 
to  be  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  unless  the 
contrary  appears.  It  is  a  rule  of  pleading  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  time  with  the  same  particularity  in  a  plea 
as  in  a  declaration. 

fVorcbworth,  in  reply,  relied  upon  Parkinson  y.  Whitehead. 

Parke,  B.  —  We  will  consider  the  last  point,  as  to 
whether  the  vesting  order  must  be  intended  to  be  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  unless  the  contrary  appears. 
With  regard  to  the  other  objections,  we  think  there  is 
nothing  in  them. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — This  was  an  action  for  work  and  labour  as 
an  attorney.  The  declaration  was  dated  the  18th  March, 
1842,  and  the  plea,  which  was  dated  the  20th  April,  states, 
that  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  the  plaintiff,  then  being  a  prisoner,  did  duly,  and 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  peti- 
tion the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  for  his 
discharge ;  it  then  avers,  that  the  Court  ordered  that  all 
the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  debts  due  and  growing  due  to  the  plaintiff,  should 
be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee.  There  were  several 
objections  to  the  plea ;  but  the  only  one  we  wished  to  con- 
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sider,  was,  whether  the  plea  is  good  on  special  demurrer,  it  Sxch.  ofpieoi, 

1842 
not  being  averred  that  the  vesting  order  was  made  before  '  ^ 

the  commencement  of  the  suit.  We  think  the  plea  bad  Tucker 
on  that  ground.  Under  the  old  form  of  pleading  it  would  Wbbstbr. 
not  have  been  necessary  to  make  such  an  averment,  be- 
cause the  plea  having  reference  to  the  same  time  as  the 
declaration,  and  all  proceedings  on  the  record  being  in 
contemplation  of  law  on  the  same  day,  it  would  have  been 
necessarily  intended  that  the  act  took  place  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  But  in  this  case,  the  declar- 
ation is  dated  the  18th  March,  and  the  plea  the  20th 
April ;  and  therefore  it  must  be  taken  that  the  order  was 
made  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  plea,  unless  it  is  averred 
that  it  was  made  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
It  is  uncertain  whether  the  order  was  made  before  or  since; 
if  since,  the  defence  should  have  been  pleaded  against  the 
further  maintenance  of  the  suit ;  if  before,  it  should  have 
been  so  averred.  There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff, unless  the  defendant  amends  on  payment  of  costs. 
There  was  no  difference,  under  the  old  form  of  pleading, 
whether  the  proceedings  were  by  original  or  by  bill;  in 
either  case  the  fact  would  have  been  intended  to  have 
taken  place  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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Errh.  uf  Pleat, 
1842. 

J,  y  Smith,  Clerk,  &c.  r.  Bell,  Clerkj  &c 

Ky  aa  act  of  i-  HIS  was  an  action  tried  at  the  last  aasizea  for  the  eountj 
c!cx\Vutmtett  ®^  Leicester,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  in  which  m  verdict 
were  appointed  ^gj  taken  bv  coDsent  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  die 

fur  the  purptMC  ,  * 

of  the  more  ef.    Opinion  of  the  Coort  on  the  following  case : — 
a^^bv  meant  of      '^^^  <^<^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  pleadings.    The  declaration 
of  a  fen  dlStrict  ^^  ^°  trespass  bv  the  plaintiff,  as  clerk  to  certain  oommis- 
in  Lincoln.        sioncrs,  commonlv  eaUed  the  Black  Slnice  Commiasioners, 

•hire,  called  -ii*.  «  ^  -w^     %•  mm 

the  Bourn  appointed  and  acting  under  an  act  of  Parliament  of  the 
thc1>ykcFer?;  ^  ^^^'  ^'  ^^^  draining  and  improving  certain  low  marsh 
and  by  the        ^j J  fg^  lands  Iviug  between  Boston  Haven  and  Bourn,  in 

62nd  section,  .       o  » 

it  wat  enacted  the  parts  of  Kesteven  and  Holland,  in  the  county  of  Lin« 

gine.  machine*  coln,  and  another  act  of  the  10  Geo.  8,  for  amending  the 

i^*rk!"io*be**  fo^mcr  act,  and  for  improving  the  navigation  through  the 

erected  and  g^id  lands,  against  the  defendant,  as  clerk  to  the  trustees 

made  by  the  .  . 

trustees  under  appointed  and  acting  under  an  act  of  Parliament  of  4  ft 
the  ac^Viid^'an  &  Vict.,  for  the  better  drainage  of  lands  in  Bourn  North  Fen 
€*hiller  *'  build-    *"^  Dvke  Fen,  in  the  manor  and  parish  of  Bourn,  in  the 

tng«,  &c..  countv  of  Lincoln,  and  complained  of  the  breakingand  enter- 

sewers,  draintf     .,*,.,  -  ., 

water  e(rttrtet,  mgoy  thc  saidtrustecs  of  certain  closes  of  the  commissioners, 
other  wor*ki       situatc  in  Boum  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen,  parcel  of  a  fium  called 

already  made, 

cr  then  erisUng  or  prodded  for  the  drainage  of  the  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen,  and  wbidi 
should  be  thereafier  made  and  provided  for  such  purpose,  and  the  right  to  and  property  in  them, 
should  be  and  they  were  thereby  vested  in  the  trustees :  with  a  proviso,  that  nothing  in  the  mei  con' 
fained  should  extend  to  or  aflTcct  any  engines,  machinery,  &;c.,  sewers,  drains,  watercourses,  &c^ 
and  other  works  already  made,  or  then  existing  or  provided  for  the  drainage  of  the  said  fens, 
nnd  then  vested  in  and  under  the  control  of  certain  commi5isioners,  appointed  under  a  f<»iner 
indosure  and  drainage  act,  called  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners.  And  sect.  64  enacted,  that 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  upon  any  land  in  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen,  noi  wetted 
in  the  iilaek  Sluice  Commitsionertt  to  make  and  erect  a  steam-engine,  with  all  proper  machinery, 
with  proper  and  convenient  buildings,  </u(c^«,  pits,  and  other  necessary  works;  and  to  make 
and  from  time  to  time  maintain,  repair,  and  improve,  as  occasion  might  require,  the  alnicei, 
bridges,  cuts,  sewers,  and  other  works,  already  or  thereafter  to  be  made  in,  upon,  and  tbroogk 
the  said  fens,  for  effectually  draining  the  same,  out  of  the  funds  to  be  raised  under  the  authority 
of  the  act,  and  making  compensation  for  damage. 

I/etd,  that  the  trustees  had  no  power,  under  this  act,  to  widen  a  drain  under  the  contn^  of 
the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners,  from  the  width  of  eighteen  to  forty  feet,  for  the  purpoae  of  a 
r<*servolr,  to  bring  a  sufficient  supply  of  water  to  their  steam>engine,  thereby  cutting  away  np- 
wards  of  three  acres  of  the  land  vested  in  the  commissioners,  although  such  widening  was  itself 
an  improvement  of  the  drainage  ;  and  that  they  had  no  power  to  make  any  reservoir  on  the  land 
vested  In  the  commixsioners,  although  the  making  of  a  reservoir  was  necessary  to  the  proper 
working  of  the  engine  for  the  purposes  of  the  drainage,  and  none  could  be  made  without  cut- 
ting Into  some  of  the  banks  or  drains  vested  in  the  commissioners. 


TRINITY    VACATION,   5  VICT.  879 

the  Black  Sluice  Farm,  vested  in  the  commissioners  by  an  Exeh.  of  puas, 
Inclosure  Act  of  the  6  Geo.  3,  subverting  the  soil,  pro-     ^  ^^^* 
strating  the  bank  of  a  drain  therein,  and  carrying  away       Smith 
earth  and  soil,  &c.    The  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  said        bbll. 
act  of  the  4  &  5  Vict,  was  made  and  passed  before  the 
first  of  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  and 
passing  of  the  said  act,  all  the  engines,  machinery,  build- 
ings, sluices,  pits,  bridges,  tunnels,  culverts,  cuts,  sewers, 
drains,  water-courses,  dams,  banks,  &c.,  and  other  works, 
then  already  made  or  then  existing  or  provided  for  the 
drainage  of  the  lands  called  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke 
Fen,  comprising  the  said  drain  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, were  and  each  and  every  of  them  was  vested  in 
and  under  the  control  of  the  said  commissioners  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  being  the  commissioners  in  that 
act  mentioned  as  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners;   and 
that  the  said  drain  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  and 
is  one  of  the  works  mentioned  and  described  in  the  pre- 
amble of  the  act,  as  works  of  drainage  made  under  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  Inclosure  Act  of  the  6  Geo. 
8,  and  was  and  is  a  work  of  drainage  made  and  under  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  that  act,  and  was  and  is  situate 
within  the  said  Bourn  North  Fen,  and  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  and  passing  of  the  said  act  of  4  &  5  Vict., 
one  of  the  interior  works  for  the  drainage  of  the  said  se- 
veral fens  called  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dvke  Fen,  and  a 
cut  or  sewer  then  already  made  in,  upon,  and  through  the 
said  Bourn  North  Fen.     And  the  defendant  further  says, 
that  before  and  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  occasion  required  them  the  said 
trustees,  for  effectually  draining  and  preserving  the  said 
Bourn   North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen,  to  improve  the  said 
drain,  by  making  the  same  wider,  by  divers,  to  wit,  twenty- 
two  feet,  than  its  width  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  and 
passing  of  the  said  act  4  &  5  Vict.,  and  to  make  and  to  add 
to  the  said  drain  a  cut  of  the  said  additional  width,  in  the 
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Eseh.  of  PUoM,  said  bank  and  closes  in  which,  &c.,  alongside  of  the  said 
'  .  drain,  so  as  to  form  with  the  said  drain  one  entire  cat^ 
wider  than  the  former  width  of  the  said  drain  by  the  said 
additional  width ;  wherefore  they  the  said  tmsteea  did,  at 
the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  and  in 
carrying  the  same  into  execution,  improve  the  said  drain, 
by  making  the  same  wider  by  the  said  number  of  feet,  ftc 
&c.,  and  by  making  and  adding  thereto  a  cut  of  the  said 
additional  width,  &c.  &c.,  for  so  as  aforesaid  eflTectually 
draining  and  preserving  the  said  last-mentioned  fens :  and 
because,  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.,  in  the  declar- 
ation mentioned,  the  said  trustees  could  not  otherwise 
than  as  aforesaid  improve  the  said  drain,  and  make  and  add 
the  said  cut,  they  the  said  trustees  did,  at  the  said  several 
times  when  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  so  then  improving  the 
said  drain,  and  making  and  adding  the  said  cut,  necessarily 
and  unavoidably  break  and  enter  the  said  closes  in  whidi 
&c.,  [so  proceeding  to  justify  the  trespasses.] 

Replication,  de  injurid. 

This  action  was  brought  by  an  order  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, to  try  the  legal  right  of  the  trustees  for  executing 
the  act  of  the  4  &  5  Victoria,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  to 
widen  a  certain  drain  in  Bourn  North  Fen,  for  the  purposes 
of  that  act ;  which  drain,  by  the  acts  of  the  5th  and  10th  Geo. 
3^  commonly  called  the  Black  Sluice  Acts,  and  the  act  of  6 
Geo.  3,  commonly  called  the  Bourn  Inclosure  Act,  and  the 
award  made  under  it,  is  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Com* 
missioners. 

The  whole  of  the  lands  called  Bourn  North  Fen  and 
Dyke  Fen  are  situate  in  the  parish  of  Bourn,  and  com- 
prise above  4600  acres  of  land,  part  of  an  extensive  district 
of  low  marsh  land,  consisting  of  64,000  acres,  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners,  lying 
between  Bourn  and  Boston  Haven,  Bourn  being  the  part 
most  remote  from  the  outfall.  At  the  time  the  act  of  4 
&  5  Vict,  passed,  the  lands  in  the  Bourn  North  Fen  and 
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Dyke  Fen  were  very  inefficiently  drained,  the  waters  fre-  JBUeh.  of  PUat, 
quently,  in  time  of  floods,  covering  the  lands,  and  lying  in  '  ^ 

the  former  for  weeks  together,  great  damage  being  occa-  Smith 
sioned  thereby.  In  order,  therefore,  that  the  said  lands  in  Bell. 
the  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen  might  be  more 
effectually  drained,  that  act  of  Parliament  was  passed,  but 
not  without  great  opposition  on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
Level,  and  the  majority  of  the  Black  Sluice  Commis- 
sioners. 

In  order  to  bring  a  sufficient  supply  of  water  to  the 
engine  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  to  work  such  engine,  it 
was  indispensable  to  provide  a  reservoir  or  feeder  for  the 
engine,  which  has  been  done  by  extending  that  portion  of 
the  drain  in  question  called  the  Mill  Drain  (formerly  used 
as  a  mill  or  tail  drain  to  a  wind  engine)  from  its  former 
width  of  eighteen  feet  to  the  width  of  forty  feet,  which 
would  be  an  increase  of  twenty-two  feet.  This  increased 
width  would  be  of  itself  an  improvement  to  the  drainage, 
quite  independently  of  the  engine,  though  in  that  point  of 
view  it  might  not  perhaps  have  been  necessary  to  widen  it 
to  so  great  an  extent. 

The  mill  drain  discharges  the  water  from  the  said  fens 
direct  into  the  forty-foot  drain. 

The  actual  quantity  of  land  taken  by  the  increased  width 
is  Sr.  6p.,  and  is  taken  from  a  farm  vested  in  the  Black 
Sluice  Commissioners.  It  was  impossible  to  widen  this 
drain,  or  any  other  drains  in  the  fens,  so  as  to  increase  the 
capacity  of  it  to  take  off  the  water,  without  cutting  some 
bank  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners,  because 
all  the  drains,  banks,  engines,  and  other  works  of  drainage 
then  existing  or  provided  (this  drain  being  one  of  them) 
are,  by  the  Black  Sluice  and  Inclosure  Acts  of  Parliament 
previously  referred  to,  and  the  award  made  by  virtue  of 
the  Bourn  Inclosure  Act,  vested  in  them.  A  mode  had 
been  suggested  by  one  of  the  defendants  witnesses,  of 
purchasing  land  not  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commis- 
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Bxeh.  of  PUfti,  sioners.  on  the  contrary  side  of  the  road,  but  the  engineer 

1842  • 

thought  that  mode  not  so  effectual  and  more  expensiTe, 

and  it  was  therefore  abandoned.     But  no  reservoir  could 

be  made  anywhere^  without  cutting  into  some  of  the  banks 

and  drains  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners. 

The  acts  of  trespass  complained  of  were  committed  by 
the  trustees  of  the  act  4  &  5  Yict.^  in  the  supposed  prose- 
cution of  their  powers  under  that  act,  but  what  has  been 
done  to  the  mill  drain  does  not  come  under  the  description 
of  cleansing. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  trustees  were 
justified,  the  verdict  is  to  stand ;  if  they  were  not,  a  verdict 
is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  23rd  of  June,  by 

Hilly  for  the  defendant.  —  The  drainage  trustees  are 
justified  by  the  statute  of  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  1 18,  in  the  acts 
they  have  done  in  the  lands  of  the  Black  Sluice  Commis- 
sioners. The  question  depends  on  the  construction  which 
is  to  be  put  upon  several  clauses  of  that  statute,  especially 
the  62nd  &  64th  sections.  The  statute  recites,  in  the 
preamble,  the  Bourn  Inclosure  Act,  6  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  and 
that  several  engines  and  works  of  drainage  were  made 
under  the  provisions  of  that  act,  but  such  engines  had 
become  dilapidated  and  decayed,  and  were  then  entirely 
removed;  that  the  district  called  Bourn  North  Fen  and 
Dyke  Fen  is  liable  to  be  greatly  inundated,  and  the  means 
of  drainage  very  imperfect  and  insufficient,  and  that  the 
lands  in  those  fens  might  be  more  effectually  drained,  if 
powers  were  granted  for  erecting  a  steam-engine  therein, 
for  facilitating  the  discharge  of  the  waters  out  of  those 
fens  into  the  main  cut  or  drain,  then  called  the  Forty- 
Feet  Drain,  and  also  to  deepen  and  improve  the  interior 
works  for  the  more  effectual  drainage  of  those  fens,  &c. : 
and  the  statute  then  proceeds  to  appoint  trustees  for  these 
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purposes.  Sect.  62  enacts,  '*  that  every  engine,  machine,  Exeh,  of  PUat, 
building,  and  work,  to  be  erected  and  made  by  the  trus- 
tees under  the  powers  of  this  act,  and  every  site  of  the  same 
respectively,  and  all  engines,  machinery,  buildings,  &c.  &c., 
•ewers,  drains,  watercourses,  dams,  banks,  &c.,  and  other 
works  already  made  or  now  existing,  or  provided  for  the 
drainage  of  the  said  lands  called  Bourn  North  Fen  and 
Dyke  Fen,  and  which  shall  be  hereafter  made  and  provided 
for  such  purpose,  and  the  right  and  property  to  and  in  the 
same,  shall  be  and  are  thereby  vested  in  the  said  trustees : 
provided  always,  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall 
extend  to  or  affect  any  engines,  machinery,  buildings,  &c. 
&c.,  sewers,  drains,  watercourses,  dams,  banks,  &c.,  and 
other  works  already  made  or  now  existing  or  provided  for 
the  drainage  of  the  said  lands  called  Bourn  North  Fen 
and  Dyke  Fen,  at  present  vested  in  and  under  the  control 
of  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners.^'  And  sect.  64  enacts, 
"  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  trustees,  in  and  upon  any 
land  in  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen,  not  vested  in  the 
Black  Sluice  Commissioners,  to  make,  erect,  and  build  one 
or  more,  not  exceeding  two,  good  and  substantial  engine 
or  engines,  with  all  proper  machinery,  &c.  &c.,  together 
with  all  proper  and  convenient  buildings,  sluices,  pits,  and 
other  necessary  works;  and  also  to  cleanse,  as  occasion 
may  require,  the  drains  and  watercourses  in  and  through 
the  said  fens  respectively,  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
and  accelerating  the  drainage  of  the  waters  out  of  the  said 
fens  into  the  Forty-Foot  Drain;  and  also  to  make,  and 
firom  time  to  time  support,  maintain,  amend,  repair,  and 
improve,  as  occasion  may  require,  the  sluices,  bridges,  tun- 
nels, cuts,  sewers,  and  other  works  already  or  hereafter  to 
be  made  in,  upon,  and  through  the  said  fens,  for  effectually 
draining  the  same,''  out  of  the  funds  to  be  raised  under 
the  authority  of  the  act,  and  making  full  compensation  for 
all  damage  done  in  carrying  the  act  into  execution.  It  is 
subsequently  provided,  by  sect.  74,  that  private  drains,  or 
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Exch,  of  PUai,  dikes,  shall  be  cleaned  and  repaired  by  the  seyeral  occa* 
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piers  of  the  lands  to  ^hicb  they  belongs  but  the  tniBteea 

are  to  have  a  control  over  these  also,  in  case  of  their  de- 
fault.    On  the  general  scope  of  the  statute,  therefore,  it 
appears  that  the  trustees  had  the  power  to  do  this  act  of 
widening  and  thereby  improving  the  interior  drain.    And 
it  is  distinctly  found  in  the  case,  that  a  reservoir  is  essen- 
tial to  the  working  of  the  steam-engine,  and  that  it  could 
nowhere  be  made  without  cutting  into  the  banks  of  the 
Black  Sluice  Commissioners.     No  power  is  given  to  the 
commissioners  to  sell  their  land  for  this  purpose;  nor  have 
the  trustees  sought  to  take  any  property  in  the  land  cat 
through.     Neither  is  it  found  that  they  have  interfered 
with  the  commissioners^  land  more  than  was  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  the  drainage.    The  proviso  in  sect.  62  is 
relied  upon  on  the  other  side ;  but  if  the  literal  meaning 
of  that  proviso  is  to  prevail,  it  prohibits  the  trustees  firom 
doing  that  very  thing  which  it  is  the  whole  object  of  the 
act  that  they  shall  do,  namely,  improve  the  interior  drain- 
age of  the  fens.    That  proviso,  therefore,  in  order  to  give 
to  sect.  64  its  intended  operation,  ought  to  be  constroed 
only  as  preventing  the  trustees  from  taking  any  prcperty 
in  the  works  already  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commis- 
sioners, although  they  were  equally  subjected  to  the  con- 
trol and  interference  of  the  trustees  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act.    The  effect  of  the  proviso  is  to  qualify  the  previous 
part  of  that  section,  which  vests  in  the  trustees  the  pro- 
perty, as  well  in  all  the  works  already  made  and  provided 
for  the  drainage  of  the  fens,  as  those  which  shall  thereafter 
be  made  and  provided  for  that  purpose.     Suppose  power 
were  given  to  widen  a  natural  brook — ^there  would  not 
thereby  be  any  change  in  the  ownership  of  the  land ;  it 
only  becomes  land  covered  with  water ;  and  as  to  the  dif- 
ference in  value,  there  is  a  provision  for  compensation. 
But  if  the  proviso  is  necessarily  repugnant  to  the  other 
parts  of  the  act,  the  latter  clauses  must  prevail :  Attorney^ 
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General  Y.  Chelsea  Water  Works  Conqfany  (a) ;  Bex  v.  Jus-  Bxch.qfPi€<u, 
tices  of  Middlesex  (i).    And  loose  general  words  like  these  - 

ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  control  specific  and  plain        Smith 
enactments,  so  as  to  render  them  nugatory.  Bell. 

JR.  C.  Hildyard,  contra. — The  words  of  these  sections 
ought  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  what  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  act  of  Parliament  itself,  and  not  with  refer- 
ence to  what  is  stated  in  the  case.  The  words  of  the  pro- 
viso in  sect.  62  are  plain  and  definite,  that  nothing  "in 
this  act  contained  ^'  shall  extend  to  any  of  the  works  vested 
in  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners.  But  for  the  proviso, 
the  clause  itself  clearly  would  have  affected  their  rights ; 
and  therefore  it  is  there  that  the  protecting  proviso  would 
naturally  be  introduced.  It  is  in  the  same  terms  and  co- 
extensive with  the  enacting  part  of  the  clause ;  and  it  is 
submitted  that  the  clear  intention  of  the  legislature  was 
thereby  to  exempt  altogether  from  the  operations  of  the 
act  all  the  drains  and  other  works  of  the  Black  Sluice 
Commissioners.  A  different  rule  of  construction  is  applied 
to  public  and  to  private  acts  of  Parliament.  "  A  statute 
made  pro  bono  publico  shall  be  construed  in  such  manner 

that  it  may,  as  far  as  possible,  attain  the  end  proposed 

All  statutes  made  for  the  convenience  of  the  public  ought 
to  have  a  liberal  construction, — ^to  be  expounded  largely, 
and  not  with  restrictions :"  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  722 ;  see 
Rex  V.  Inhabitants  of  Stoke  Damarel  (c).  Rex  v.  Inhabitants 
ofRamsgate  [d),  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Barham  (e).  But 
''private  acts,  conferring  new  powers  of  a  special  nature 
on  particular  persons,  affecting  the  property  of  individuals, 
should  receive  a  strict  interpretation^'  as  against  them: 
Dwarris,  750;  Blakemore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Com- 

(a)  Fitzgibbon,  195.  (d)  6  B.  &  Cr.  712 ;  9  D.  &  R. 

(h)  2B.8c  Adol.  818.  688. 

(c)  7  B.  &  Cr.  563 ;  1  Man.  &  (e)  8  B.  &  Cr.  99. 
R.  458. 
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Exeh.  o/  Pleat,  pany  {o),  Lee  v.  Milner  {b),  Kemp  v.  London  and  BrighUm 
'  Railway  Company  (c).  It  is  argued  on  the  other  side^  that 
Smith  the  proviso  in  sect.  62  is  to  be  read  as  applicable  to  the 
Bell.  property  in  the  land^  and  as  a  limitation  only  of  the  pre- 
vious part  of  the  same  clause^  as  if  it  were,  ''  nothing  in 
this  clauie  contained  shall  extend  to  divest  the  Black  Slnice 
Commissioners  of  their  property  in  any  of  the  works/'  &€• 
That  can  only  be  by  an  entire  alteration  of  its  words*  And 
it  surely  will  not  be  permitted  to  defeat  the  plain  words  of 
the  act  of  Parliament  by  extrinsic  facts  shewn  to  the  Coor^ 
not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  act  itself.  It  is  not  like 
the  case  of  a  public  act^  which  originates  with  the  le^sla- 
ture  itself  and  not  with  private  persons^  and  in  which  it 
may  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  will  introduce  nothing 
inconsistent  with  its  own  declared  intention.  The  pro- 
moters of  a  private  act^  who  have  allowed  such  a  clause  to 
be  inserted,  and  thereby  perhaps  got  rid  of  an  oppositioa 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  fatal  to  the  act,  caonot 
afterwards  call  upon  the  Court  to  limit  its  plain  words. 
That  the  legislature  intended  fully  to  protect  the  property 
and  rights  of  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners  is  plain,  even 
from  the  64th  section,  which  has  an  express  prohibition 
against  the  trustees  constructing  engines  or  other  works 
upon  their  land.  Non  constat  that  the  legislature  was 
guilty  of  any  inconsistency  in  admitting  the  proviso;  the 
alleged  inconsistency  is  shewn  only  by  the  facts  stated  in 
the  special  case,  which  might  never  have  been  brought  to 
their  knowledge.  [Parke,  B. — It  may  well  be,  that  not- 
withstanding this  clause,  they  have  power  to  discharge 
their  water  into  the  main  drain.]  Yes ;  the  proviso  does 
not  apply  to  the  main  drain  at  all,  but  only  to  the  interior 
drains  in  the  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen. 

Then  with  respect  to  section  64 ;   the  argument  on  the 

(a)  1  Myl.  &  K.  154.  (c)   1  Railway  and  Canal  Cam, 

lb)  2  Y.  &  C.  618 ;  S.  C.  2  M.       495. 
&  W.  824, 
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other  side  in  effect  is,  that  because  the  trustees  cannot  Exeh,  0/ Plea*, 
make  a  reservoir  without  contravening  sect.  62,  they  have 
a  right  so  to  make  it  as  expressly  to  contravene  sect.  64. 
And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  drains  are  not  enumerated  in 
that  section  at  all,  though  they  are  in  the  62nd.  The 
compensation  clause  is  not  applicable  to  lands  comptdsorUy 
taken,  but  only  to  damage  incidentally  done  in  making  any 
of  the  works  thereby  authorized.  The  intention  of  the 
legislature  clearly  was  to  protect  the  lands  and  works  of 
the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners  to  the  fullest  extent,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  they  were  consenting  parties. 

Hill,  in  reply. — ^The  authorities  cited  on  the  other  side 
are  not  disputed ;  but  they  have  relation  to  the  case  where 
there  is  an  inconvenience  in  carrying  out  the  plain  words 
of  an  act  of  Parliament,  where  there  are  no  other  repug- 
nant words  in  the  act.  Here  the  question  is  whether  the 
two  enactments  are  not  inconsistent  on  the  face  of  the  act 
itself;  if  so,  one  or  the  other  mast  give  way.  Now,  the 
64th  section  clearly  gives  the  trustees  powers  over  all  the 
works  already  made  through  the  fens,  including  therefore 
the  works  of  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners.  That  is 
directly  inconsistent  with  the  proviso  in  section  62,  and  if 
taken  according  to  their  strict  and  literal  interpretations, 
they  cannot  stand  together.  The  most  reasonable  qualifi- 
cation of  the  words  of  the  act  is,  therefore,  to  read  the 
proviso  as  a  limitation  on  that  section  only,  instead  of  on 
the  whole  act.  [Parke,  B. — Supposing  that  to  be  so,  is 
there  not  a  great  difficulty  on  section  64?  If  the  trustees 
cannot  construct  the  engine  on  the  land  of  the  Black 
Sluice  Commissioners,  can  they  alter  the  drain  in  the  land 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  feeding  sluice  for  the 
engine?]  The  widening  of  the  drain  is  not  one  of  the 
works  accessorial  to  the  engine,  contemplated  by  sect.  64 ; 
it  is  not  properly  an  adjunct  to  the  engine,  any  more  than 
a  stream  on  which  a  mill  is  placed.     But  farther,  the 
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judL  4  FkmM,  tnutees  are  not  taking  the  land  at  their  own,  or  ao  as  to 

depiiTe  the  commissioners  of  the  nse  of  it.  [P&rkej  B. — 
The  case  finds  that  jon  have  taken  more  than  would 
hare  been  strictly  necessary  for  the  improfcment  of  the 
drainage.] 

Cor.  adr.  jntL 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deUvered  by 

Paeke,  B. — The  opinion  which  the  C!onrt  has  fenned, 
after  a  full  consideration  of  this  case,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  it 
entitled  to  our  judgment. 

The  question  arises  on  the  construction  of  the  4  ft  6 
Vict.  c.  cxiii,  the  provisions  of  which  are,  at  first  sigfa^ 
apparently  inconsistent ;  but  we  think  that  they  may  be 
reconciled,  and  that,  according  to  the  fair  interpretation  of 
the  act,  the  Bourn  Drainage  Trustees  have  no  power  to 
interfere  with  any  of  the  drains  and  works  in  that  districC, 
previously  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Comnussionen^ 
except  perhaps  in  a  very  limited  degree,  which  will  be 
explained ;  and  certainly  that  they  have  no  power  to  do 
what  they  have  done,  as  stated  in  the  special  case. 

The  act  recites  the  6  Oreo.  3,  c.  62,  under  which  the 
drainage  works  in  the  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Dyke  Fen 
were  vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners;  it  re- 
cites also,  that  engines  and  works  of  drainage  were  made 
under  that  act,  but  that  the  engines  were  dilapidated  and 
had  been  removed,  and  that  the  means  of  drainage  for  the 
fen  were  very  imperfect  and  insufficient :  that  the  lands  in 
those  fens  might  be  more  efifectually  drained,  if  powers 
were  given  to  erect  steam-engines,  to  discharge  the  waters 
into  the  main  or  forty-foot  drain,  and  also  to  deepen  and 
improve  the  interior  works,  for  the  more  effectual  drainage 
of  those  fens;  and  the  act  then  proceeds  to  appoint 
trustees  for  those  purposes,  and  several  enactments  are 
made  for  their  government,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
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advert.  Th6  sections  which  give  rise  to  the  question  in  Exch,  of  PUatp 
the  case  are  the  62nd  and  64th.  [His  Lordship  read  the 
62nd  section.]  The  defendant  proposes  to  limit  the  efifect 
of  the  proviso^  by  construing  it  to  defeat  the  previous 
clause  only,  and  preserve  in  the  commissioners  the  pro- 
perty in  the  works  already  vested  in  them,  leaving  the 
control  over  those  works  to  the  trustees,  as  if  the  proviso 
had  been  that  nothing  in  that  clause,  instead  of  "  that  act/' 
contained,  should  extend  to  or  affect  the  works  already 
vested  in  the  commissioners ;  a  somewhat  singular  provi- 
sion, if  it  were  intended  to  give  the  trustees  the  control 
and  management  of  them.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  other 
hand,  contends  that  the  true  construction  of  the  proviso  is 
according  to  the  ordinary  and  grammatical  sense  of  the 
words,  and  that  it  exempts  all  the  works  vested  in  the  com- 
missioners altogether  from  the  operation  of  every  part  of 
the  act :  and  this  we  think  is  the  true  interpretation  of  the 
clause.  Undoubtedly  it  is,  according  to  one  of  the  estab- 
lished rules  of  construction,  to  be  so  read,  unless  being  so 
read  it  would  be  absurd,  or  inconsistent  with  the  declared 
intention  of  the  legislature^  to  be  collected  from  the  rest  of 
the  act.  At  first  sight  the  proviso,  so  construed,  would 
seem  inconsistent,  but  on  a  further  examination  it  is  not ; 
and  it  is  unquestionably  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  reconcile, 
if  possible,  the  various  enactments  of  the  statute,  which  we 
think  may  be  done,  and  with  little,  if  any,  modification  of 
the  language  of  any  part  of  it.  Adopting  the  grammatical 
construction,  and  supposing  that  the  trustees  have  no 
power  in  any  way  to  meddle  with  the  drains  and  works 
vested  in  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners,  they  may  still 
have  all  necessary  powers  to  make  the  necessary  drainage 
effectual,  so  far  as  appears  on  the  face  of  the  act  itself. 
They  are  authorized  to  make  fresh  drains  and  water- 
courses, and  other  works,  and  have  thus  the  power  of  deep- 
ening and  improving  the  interior  works  of  drainage  ge^ 
werdUy,  so  as  to  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  preamble, 

VOL.  X.  im  M.  w. 
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Ejeek.  tf  Piem,  thoogh  thej  hare  no  pofwer  to  deepen  or  iMifguifc  te 
194*2.        identical  works  already  nnder  the  CQutroI  of  tibe 
sioners. 

The  words  of  the  62nd  lectum  would  be 
snppocing  that  the  legislature  meant  to  vert  intibe 
all  works  then  already  constmcted,  if  there  ikemid  le 
by  the  trustees  themsehes,  or  by  other  penons  tiyn  dK 
commissioners;  and  who  shall  say  that  the  kgisktme  did 
not  contemplate  snch  a  case?  and  then  the  |iroiiao  ii  loi- 
dered  quite  consistent  with  the  danse  ittdt  So  tiie 
power  in  the  64th  section,  to  cleanse  drains  and  water> 
courses,  may  be  explained  by  referring  it  to  any  other  draiDS 
that  may  exist,  even  priyate  drains,  if  occasion  requiral 
for  the  general  benefit  of  the  drainage :  and  the  power  to 
improve  sluices,  bridges,  &c.,  already  made;,  may  be  ex« 
plained  in  the  same  way.  Authority  is  gi^en  to  mak^ 
as  occasion  may  require,  new  sluices,  bridges,  tunnels^  te., 
and  to  amend  and  improve  them ;  and  such  being  the 
principal  object  of  the  power,  any  existing  ehdeee  and 
drains  that  there  may  be  (so  always  that  they  do  not  be- 
long to  the  Black  Sluice  Commissioners)  are  included  for 
the  sake  of  caution. 

Thus  the  whole  act  is,  on  the  face  of  it,  rendered  con- 
sistent. Ample  powers  are  given  to  the  drainage  trustees, 
and  all  the  works  and  the  drains  of  the  Black  Sluice  CSom- 
missioners  in  the  Bourn  North  Fen  are  continued  in  them, 
with  all  the  powers  belonging  to  them  by  their  acts  of  Pir- 
liament,  unimpaired  and  unaffected  by  the  enactments  of 
this,  in  conformity  with  the  clear  and  positive  language  of 
the  proviso. 

But  then  it  is  said,  if  the  proviso  should  be  so  con- 
strued,  the  trustees  could  not  carry  the  act  into  effect  at 
all,  because  they  could  not  interfere  with  the  main  or 
forty-feet  drain,  which  is  already  vested  in  the  commis- 
sioners, by  discharging  the  water  into  it.  It  appears  to  us 
to  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that  the  proviso  ought  to 
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be  construed  as  affecting  and  limiting  the  general  expres-  fi'<^*-  <>/  ^^eat, 
sions  in  the  act,  but  not  the  express  and  positive  authority  - 

given  by  it  to  use  the  main  or  forty-feet  drain,  which        Smith 
power  it  is  the  object  of  the  act  to  give ;  and  it  does  not         Bill. 
appear  on  the  special  case,  that  any  part  of  that  drain  is  in 
the  Bourn  North  Fen,  to  the  interior  drainage  of  which 
alone  the  act  applies. 

Thus,  on  the  face  of  the  act  itself,  the  whole  is  rendered 
sensible  and  consistent.  But  it  is  argued,  that  on  the 
facts  stated  in  the  special  case,  it  would  be  impossible  to 
carry  into  effect  the  acknowledged  object  of  the  act,  the 
erection  of  a  steam-engine  to  drain  the  Bourn  North  Fen, 
without  interfering  with  the  works  of  the  commissioners ; 
for  a  reservoir  is  found  to  be  '^  essential  to  a  steam-engine,^' 
and  that,  it  is  found,  '^  could  not  be  made  any  where  with- 
out cutting  into  some  of  the  banks  and  drains  vested  in 
the  commissioners.^' 

It  may  however  be  well  doubted,  whether,  if  the  act  on 
the  face  of  it  be  consistent,  and  gives  no  power  to  interfere 
with  the  banks  and  drains  vested  in  the  commissioners. 
Parliament  are  to  be  supposed  to  have  given  such  a  power, 
because,  from  something  that  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  statute,  from  peculiar  local  circumstances,  which  may 
never  have  been  known  to  the  legislature,  the  trustees, 
without  such  power,  could  not  carry  its  enactments  into 
effect.  Are  we  not  to  infer,  that  the  legislature  granted 
the  authority  which  the  trustees  possess,  under  the  impres- 
sion that  it  would  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  rights 
of  the  commissioners,  which  are  expressly  protected ;  and 
can  we  say  that  Parliament  would  have  granted  it  at  all,  if 
the  fact  had  been  disclosed,  that  the  authority  could  not 
be  exercised  without  such  interference  ?  And  if  the  act,  in 
consequence  of  local  peculiarities,  becomes  incapable  of 
being  carried  into  effect,  is  it  not  reasonable  that  the  peti- 
tioners for  it  should  suffer  for  their  default,  rather  than 
those  whose  interest  it  is  expressly  provided  shall  be  saved 
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Eseh.  of  PUat,  harmless  ?     But  even  supposing  that  such  a  power  was 

1842  i »         «» 

given^  it  could  only  be  given  to  the  extent  of  authorizing 
such  interference  with  the  property  of  the  commissioners 
as  was  absolutely  necessary  for  carrying  the  same  into 
effect :  that  is^  the  reservoir  ought  to  have  been  con- 
structed  so  as  to  require  as  little  cutting  as  might  be 
through  the  banks  of  the  drains^  and  more  has  certainly 
been  done  in  this  case. 

We  think^  therefore^  that  the  trustees  were  not  author- 
ized to  enlarge  the  drain  at  all^  by  virtue  of  the  powers  of 
this  act,  it  not  being  found  to  be  absolutely  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  a  reservoir,  but  the  contrary. 

Whatever  doubt  we  may  have  entertained  on  this  part 
of  the  case,  we  do  not  feel  any  on  the  question  as  to  the 
trustees  having  violated  the  act  of  Parliament,  in  the 
mode  of  constructing  the  steam-engine  and  its  reservoir. 
By  the  64th  section,  they  are  to  construct  the  steam« 
engine,  its  pits  and  sluices,  on  other  land  than  that  which 
belongs  to  the  commissioners,  a  provision  which  strongly 
confirms  the  opinion  that  the  legislature  intended  to  leave 
them  wholly  unaffected  by  the  act,  except  so  far  as  they 
would  be  by  the  pumping  of  the  water,  and  also  by  its 
passage  along  the  main  drain.  Now  supposing  that  the 
trustees  had  the  power  of  widening  and  improving  the 
drains  vested  in  the  commissioners,  for  the  general  im- 
provement of  the  drainage  of  the  North  Bourn  Fen,  and 
the  communication  with  the  main  drain,  they  had  no 
power  to  take  land  of  the  commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  a  sltdce  for  each  steam-engine.  It  appears  by  the 
special  case  that  they  have  done  so ;  and  as  it  does  not 
find  that  all  they  took  was  necessary  for  the  improvement 
of  the  drainage,  they  were  not  justified  in  the  act  done. 

The  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  40f. 
damages. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Exeh.  of  Pteat, 
1842. 

Leap  and  Others  v.  Tuton.  y^^/y  7^ 

iiiSSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered^  and  on  an  ToadecUr- 
account  stated.    Pleas^  first,  as  to  the  sum  of  5/.  16*.  6rf.,  '„  °ps|"  f"" 
parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  payment  ^^*  ^^^» 
into  Court  of  that  sum,  with  a  traverse  of  the  plaintiffs*  pleaded,  that  at 

,.  A    -       -i   3  *  A  ^»  A    ^1**  time  when 

having  sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  m  respect  the  defendant 
of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  edTo"the'p1ainI 
mentioned;  secondly,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration,  ^i^ "  i"  ^^ 

declaration 

non  assumpsit;  thirdly,  as  to  the  sum  of  84/.  15*.,  parcel  mentioned, he 

of  the  monies  in  the  said  residue  of  the  declaration  men-  debted  upon  a 

tioned,  payment  of  that  sum ;  and  fourthly,  as  to  35/.  8*.  ^1"*"/"^^^  ^^* 

6d.,  parcel  of  the  monies  in  the  said  residue  mentioned,  s^'  therein 

,  .•!/.  .-I     mentioned,  for 

bemg  parcel  of  the  monies  m  the  first  count  mentioned,  a  price  ezceed- 
and  not  being  parcel  of  the  sum  of  5/.  16*.  6d.  in  the  first  Ihe  defendam! 
plea  mentioned,  that  at  the  said  time  when  he  the  defend-  being  the  buyer 

*  ^      '  ^  thereof,  did  not 

ant  became  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  manner  as  in  accept  nor  ac- 

tuallv  receive 

the  said  first  count  is  mentioned,  he  became  indebted  to  the  goods  or 
them,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  said  sum  of  35/.  Ss,  6d,,  upon  Ihereof^nor 
one  entire  contract  then  made  between  the  plaintiffs  and  gi^eorpay 

^  any  thing  m 

the  defendant  for  the  sale  of  parcel  of  the  said  goods  in  earnest  or  to 
the  first  count  mentioned,  for  a  price  and  value  exceeding  gain,  or  in  part 
10/.,  to  wit,  for  the  price  and  value  of  the  said  sum  of  35/.  So?"J^  any 
8f .  6rf. ;  and  that  the  defendant,  being  the  buyer  thereof,  »o^«  <>'  memo- 

'  >  ^  'f  '    randumin 

did  not  accept  and  actually  receive  the  said  goods  in  this  writing  of  the 
plea  mentioned,  parcel  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  and^ign™dby 
nor  did  he  give  or  pay  anything  in  earnest  or  to  bind  the  or^by^his  agent 

banrain  so  constituted  by  the  said  contract,  or  in  part  of  thereunto  law. 

®  "^  ^  r  fully  author- 

payment  of  or  for  the  same  goods  or  any  part  thereof,  nor  ixed  :— 

was  any  note  or  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  said  bar-  gpedai  de.**° 

gain  made  and  signed  by  the  defendant,  being  the  party  ^^^^^jj^", 

to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  by  his  agent  thereunto  mentative  de- 

lawfuUy  authorized. — Verification.  tract  stated 

The  plaintiff  took  out  of  Court  the  money  mentioned  '^^^  ^**'*"' 

in  the  first  plea,  took  issue  on  the  second,  traversed  the 
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Efck.  ypiem,  pajment  alleged  in  the  third,  and  to  the  fovth  denraned 

specially;  assigning  for  cause  of  demuiier,  tliat  the  ^ea 
cqierates  as  a  denial  of  the  contzact  in  the  fint  count  of 
the  dedaiation  mentioDed,  so  &r  as  the  same  idales  to 
the  sum  of  85/.  8#.  6d.,  parcel  kc^  in  that  count  men- 
tioned, and  therefore  amounts  to  the  plea  of  non  assump- 
sit, and  should  be  so  pleaded,  and  is  had  as  being  an  in- 
direct and  argumentatiTe  denial  of  the  contract,  Ac — 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  on  a  fonner  day  of  these  aittingB 
(June  22),  by 

Hum/rey,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  fimrth  pies 
is  bad,  as  being  an  aigumentatiTe  demal  of  the  contract 
alleged  in  the  first  count:  the  cases  of  Brnttamere  ▼. 
Hayes  (a),  and  Eastwood  v.  Kemgom  {b),  having  established 
that  a  defence  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds  need  not  be 
specially  pleaded,  but  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  denial  of  the  exist- 
ence of  any  contract.  In  Prentice  ▼.  EOioii  (c),  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  to  a  count  for  use  and  occupation,  that  he 
held  the  premises  under  a  demise  firom  the  plaintiff  at  a 
certain  rent  payable  quarterly,  and  that,  before  the  rent 
became  due,  the  plaintiff  evicted  him  firom  the  possession ; 
and  this  plea  was  held  bad  as  being  an  argumentative  (me, 
amounting  to  the  general  issue.  Such  defences  ought  not 
to  be  pleaded  specially,  because  it  leads  to  prolixity  and 
complexity  of  pleading.  \Parke,  B. — ^In  Maggs  f.  Ames  (iQ, 
a  plea  that  the  defendant's  undertaking  was  for  the  defiudt 
of  another,  without  writing,  and  without  consideration,  was 
held  to  be  good,  although  the  fiacts  might  have  been  givea 
in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.]  liUy  w.  Hewitt  {e) 
is  an  authority  directly  the  other  way.     [Parke,  B. — ^In 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  450.  (c)  5  M.  &  W.  606. 

(0)  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  438 ;  3  P.  &  (^)  4  Bing.  470;  1  M.&  P.2W. 

D.  276.  (e)  11  Price,  494. 
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truth  this  plea  is  a  mere  denial  that  the  defendant  ever  E*ch.  of  Pleas, 
was  indebted  at  all.    Alderson,  B. — It  is  in  effect,  that  the  '  ^ 

defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  35/.  Ss,  6d,,  on  a  L>af 
contract  on  which  he  was  not  indebted.]  K  so,  it  is  bad  Tutok. 
on  special  demurrer,  according  to  Prentice  v.  Elliott. 

Hoggins f  contra. — ^The  plea  is  good.  It  does  not  admit 
that  the  defendant  was  ever  indebted^  but  only  that  the 
goods  were  sold  and  delivered,  which  prim&  facie  raises  the 
liability  to  pay  for  them,  and  then  alleges  that  there  is 
another  matter  superadded  by  statute,  to  make  that  liabi- 
lity complete,  namely,  the  acceptance  of  the  goods,  the 
giving  of  earnest,  or  a  memorandum  in  writing,  and  that 
there  has  been  ncme  of  these.  It  confesses  and  avoids,  but 
sets  up  matter  of  law  as  a  defence.  Carr  v.  Hinchliffe  (a) 
is  an  authority  that  this  may  be  done.  \_Parke,  B. — ^There 
the  plea  was  not  a  denial  of  the  contract,  because  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  good  cause  of  action,  unless  the  defendant  chose 
to  avail  himself  of  his  right  of  set-off  against  the  factor.] 
Maggs  v.  Ames  proceeded  on  the  authority  of  that  case. 
Park,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says, 
''  The  plea,  in  this  case,  consists  not  in  denying  the  plain- 
tiff's right  of  action ;  it  is  not  a  denial  of  the  facts  in  the 
declaration,  but  it  is  matter  of  defence  in  law,  arising  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.'^  So  here,  the  plea  admits  the 
facts  stated  in  the  declaration,  but  avoids  them  by  shew- 
ing that  there  was  no  acceptance  and  no  memorandum  in 
writing,  these  being  forms  superadded  by  the  statute,  with- 
out the  existence  of  which  the  plaintiff  cannot  succeed. 
JjysagM  v.  Walker  (b)  is  also  an  authority  to  shew  that 
such  a  plea  is  not  bad,  as  tendering  an  issue  in  law.  The 
plaintiffs  may  take  issue  by  replying  that  there  is  a  note 
in  writing,  or  that  the  goods  were  accepted.    In  Bamett 

(fl)  4  B.  &  Cr.  647 ;  7  D.  &  R.  42.  (h)  6  Bligh,  N.  S.  1. 
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Bjreh.  rf  Pleat,  y,  Glossop  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  defence  that  there  wis 

no  assignment  of  copyright  in  writing,  porsoant  to  the 
8  Anne^  c.  19,  must  be  pleaded  specially.  [^Parke,  B. — 
You  say  the  effect  of  the  plea  is  to  admit  a  good  oontnet 
at  common  law,  but  to  avoid  it  on  the  gronnd  of  the  le^ 
quisitions  of  the  statute,  like  the  case  of  gaming.]  Yes. 
The  facts  may  be  supposed  to  be  the  same  as  in  the  case 
of  Hanson  v.  Armitage  {b) ;  and  there  they  might  have  beea 
pleaded  specially.  The  new  rules  do  not  compel  the  de- 
fendant to  deny  more  than  he  chooses.  This  plea  hringi 
the  issue  to  a  more  simple  point  than  if  non  aasompnt 
had  been  pleaded :  admitting  the  sale  and  delivery,  it  raises 
only  the  question  whether  there  was  an  acceptance^  or  a 
memorandum  in  writing.  The  17th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  does  not  say  that  there  shall  be  no  bargain,  but 
only  that  no  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  ftc,  skatt  be 
allowed  to  be  good,  except  (inter  alia)  there  be  a  mem<M«&- 
dum  of  the  bargain  in  writing;  it  therefore  sappoaes  the 
existence  of  a  bargain  at  common  law. 

Humjrey,  in  reply. — ^There  are  two  questions  here :  first, 
does  this  plea  amount  to  a  denial  of  the  contract  alleged 
in  the  declaration ;  and  secondly,  if  it  does,  is  it  therefore 
bad  ?  The  case  of  Bamett  v.  Gloesqp  is  in  e£fect  overmled 
by  the  more  recent  decisions  in  Johnson  v.  Dodgson  (c).  Bid* 
temere  v.  Hayes,  and  other  cases.  [Parkey  B. — ^No  doubt 
Buttemere  v.  Hayes  is  at  variance  with  Bameii  v.  GioMqp.] 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  this  defence  may  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue.  Non  assumpsit  is  onlf 
*'  a  denial  in  fact  of  the  express  contract  or  promise  allq;ed, 
or  of  the  matter  of  fact  firom  which  the  contract  or  promise 
alleged  may  be  implied  by  law.''     [Alderson,  B. — If  yoa 


(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  633 ;  1  Scott,  621.        (6)  5  B.  &  AUL  557. 

(c)  2  M.  &  W.  653. 
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deny  the  contract  of  sale  by  non  assumpsit,  do  not  you  ^<?*«  ^f  Pleat, 
also  deny  that  which  makes  it  a  good  contract?  In  the 
case  of  infancy,  or  coverture,  it  is  a  good  contract  among 
some  persons;  in  cases  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is 
not  so  as  to  any  persons.]  Then  secondly,  is  not  the  plea 
therefore  bad?  In  Lysaghi  v.  Walker,  Lord  Tenierden 
thought  such  a  plea  bad,  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Maggs 
V.  Ames.  In  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  (a), 
to  a  count  alleging  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ants' mismanagement  of  their  train  of  carriages,  whereby 
it  ran  against  another  train  in  which  the  plaintiff  was,  the 
defendants  pleaded  a  plea,  setting  up  negligence  in  the 
management  of  the  latter  train ;  and  this  was  held  bad,  as 
amounting  to  not  guilty. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — [After  stating  the  pleadings,  he  continued]  : 
— ^The  case  of  Buttemere  v.  Hayes,  in  this  Court,  decided 
that  the  general  issue,  which,  under  the  new  rules,  is  **  a 
denial  in  fact  of  the  express  contract  or  promise  alleged, 
or  of  the  matters  of  fact  from  which  the  contract  or  promise 
alleged  is  implied  by  law,''  is  a  denial  that  the  requisites 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  have  been  complied  with,  in  cases 
where  the  statute  applies ;  and  on  an  issue  on  that  plea, 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  affirmative.  The  plea  of  the 
non-compliance  with  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is,  therefore, 
nothing  but  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  contract,  or 
of  the  facts  from  which  it  is  implied  by  law ;  and  is  de- 
murrable on  that  account.  This  case  differs  materially 
from  those  in  which  the  contract  is  avoided  by  the  statute 
or  common  law,  for  some  matter  which  (as  the  plaintiff  is 
admitted  to  have  a  colour  of  action)  is  the  subject  of  proof 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  244. 
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Exeh.  ^  PUoi,  an  the  part  of  the  drfendani,  sach  as  usury,  fraud,  gamiiig, 

in&ncy,  or  coverture :  an  allegation  of  any  of  these  does 
not  amount  to  a  denial  of  the  contract,  but  to  a  confes- 
sion and  avoidance ;  and  these,  according  to  the  new  rules, 
must  all  be  specially  pleaded.  Under  the  old  system  of 
pleading,  they  were  admissible  under  the  general  issue, 
non  assumpsit,  because  the  general  issue,  as  then  under- 
stood, had  not  the  limited  operation  of  denying  alle- 
gations in  the  declaration,  but  amounted  to  a  plea  that 
there  was  no  cause  of  action,  or  that,  if  there  were,  it  had 
ceased  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  but  they 
did  not  amount  to  the  general  issue,  that  is,  to  an  unquali- 
fied denial  of  the  facts  alleged.  The  case  of  Maggi  v. 
Ames  was  decided  without  sufficiently  adverting  to  that 
distinction :  at  all  events,  since  the  decision  in  BuUemare 
V.  Hayes  (which  has  been  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  in  Eastufood  v.  Kenyan),  that  case  cannot 
be  supported. 

Judgment  for  the 


TBINITY    VACATION,  5  VICT.  399 

Ejreh.  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

PiCKFORD  and  Another  v.  The  Grand  Junction  '^ 

Railway  Company.  •^"^i'  ^• 

X  HIS  action  came  on  to  be  tried  at  Guildhall  on  the  The  Onmd 
3rd  day  of  July,  1841,  before  Lord  AbingeVy  C.  B.,  and  way  Company 
a  special  jury,  when,  by  the  direction  of  his  Lordship,  and  J^ therr^^a^^^^^^ 
the  consent  of  the  parties,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Pwiiament,8& 

4  W.  4,  c.  xxxivy 

plaintiffs  for  40«.  damages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  s.  156,  to  carry 
Court  upon  the  following  case,  with  liberty  to  turn  it  into  a  on  the  raUway* 
special  verdict :—  *^^  ^""""^  Pf««^°- 

*^  gers,  goods, 

merchandize, 

The  Grand  Junction  Railway  was  made  in  pursuance  and  be  offered  to 
under  the  authority  of  the  following  acts  of  Parliament,  p^ur"^'  a^nd  to 
viz.,  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  xxxiv ;  4  W.  4,  c.  Iv :  5  W.  4,  c.  viii,  and  "*ke  sJch  r«i- 
3  Vict.  c.  xlix,  which  are  to  be  referred  to  as  part  of  this  for  such  car- 
case.    The  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  was  made  vei^nceasThey 
in  pursuance  of  and  under  the  authority  of  the  following  "^e  \^time 
acts  of  Parliament,  3  W.  4,  c.  Iv,  and  6  W.  4,  c.  Ivi,  which  determine  on. 

Sect  169  au- 

also  may  be  referred  to  as  part  of  this  case.  thonzed  the 

On  the  16th  November,  1840,  the  defendants,  in  pur-  t^S^h7.ui^ 

to  be  charged  in 
respect  of  small 
parcels,  not  exceeding  500  lbs.  weight  each.  By  the  4  W.  4,  c.  iv,  s.  19,  they  were  empowered 
to  carry  passengers  and  goods  on  other  railways,  and  to  make  such  reasonable  charges  for  such 
earriage  as  they  should  determine  on.  And  by  another  act,  the  3  Vict  c.  xliz,  s.  26,  it  was 
enacted,  that  the  charges  by  the  former  acts  authorized  to  be  made  for  the  carriage  of  passengers 
or  goods  should  be  at  all  times  charged  eqnaUp,  and  after  the  same  rate  in  respect  of  all  pas- 
sengers, goods,  &c.,  conveyed  or  propelled  by  a  like  carriage  or  engine,  passing  on  the  same 
portion  of  the  line,  and  under  the  same  circumstances. 

The  Company  published  a  list  of  rates  for  the  carriage  of  merchandize,  divided  into  seven 
classes,  of  which  the  lowest  was  16«.  and  the  highest  60*.  per  ton :  and  for  *'  boxes,  bales,  ham- 
pers, or  other  packages,  when  they  contained  parcels  or  other  packages  or  things  under  112  lbs. 
weight  each,  directed,  consigned,  or  Intended  for  different  persons,  or  for  more  than  one  person," 
they  imposed  a  charge  of  Id.  per  lb.  weight: — Held,  that  this  last  was  not  a  reatonable  charge 
in  the  case  of  a  package  above  500  lbs.  weight,  made  up  by  a  carrier  and  directed  to  one  person, 
although  containing  a  number  of  parcels  under  112  lbs.  weight  each,  consigned  or  directed  to 
different  persons. 

The  Company  also  became  carriers  on  the  London  and  Birmingham  line,  and  published  a  list 
of  charges  for  the  carriage  of  goods  from  Manchester  to  London,  among  which  "Manchester 
packs"  were  charged  Zs,  Sd.  per  cwt.,  or  65*.  per  ton.  At  the  foot  of  this  list  was  a  notice,  that 
"  goods  were  brought  to  the  station  at  Camden  Town  without  extra  charge,"  and  that  there  was 
"  no  charge  for  booking  or  delivery  in  London."  The  Company  made  an  agreement  with  C.  Sc 
H.,  that  the  latter  should  carry  from  the  station  at  Camden  Town  and  deUver  in  London  all 
•ach  goods  carried  by  the  railway,  and  for  so  doing  should  receive  lOt.  per  ton  out  of  the  entire 
charge  of  65$.  per  ton: — Held,  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  charge  of  65«.  per  ton, 
when  made  to  any  other  persons  who  were  ready  to  receive  their  goods  at  the  station  at  Camden 
Town,  was  both  unretutmable  and  unequal* 
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Exek.  9f  PkmBt  siuuice  (as  was  alleged)  of  the  said  actsof  Fariiaiiiei&t,8fc4 
^  ^^^'  ^  W.  4,  c.  xxxiv,  4  W.  4,  c.  Iv,  5  W.  4,  c.  Tiii,  and  S  Vict 
PicKFOKD  e.  xlix,  determined  upon  and  published  a  list  of  rates  or 
Ga  AMD  chaises  for  the  conTeyance  of  merchandixey  whereof  a  eapy 
Bailwat  Co.  ^  hereto  annexed^  marked  A.  (a).  Hie  chaiqges  in  this  list 
are  lower  than  had  ever  before  been  chained  for  tlie  nyid 
conveyance  of  goods  by  land.  Before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  publication  of  this  list  of  charges,  the  defendants,  arail- 
ing  themseWes  of  the  power  given  by  the  statute  S  W.  4, 
c.  xxxiv,  s.  156,  and  4  W.  4,  c.  Iv,  s.I9,  were,  andfinomdienoe 
have  been,  under  the  circumstances  hereinafter  mentioned^ 
common  carriers  of  goods  for  hire  between  Manchester  and 
Birmingham  and  between  Manchester  and  London^  that  is 
to  say,  using  for  that  purpose  the  Manchester  and  Liveipool 
Railway  between  Manchester  and  Newton,  the  Grand  Junc- 
tion Railway  between  Newton  and  Birmingham,  and  the 
London  and  Birmingham  Railway  between  Birmingham 
and  Camden  Town,  firom  whence  the  goods  are  oonrcjed  to 
the  places  of  consignment  as  hereinafter  mentioned^  by 
carts  and  vans.  The  defendants  satisfy  the  Mandiestcr 
and  Liverpool  Railway  Company  and  the  London  and 
Birmingham  Railway  Company  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
passage  over  their  respective  railways  of  the  goods  so  car- 
ried by  the  defendants,  and  charge  to  the  public,  since  the 
publication  of  the  said  list,  the  prices  mentioned  therein. 
The  plaintiffs  have  for  many  years  been  and  stiU  are  oomuKm 
carriers  of  goods  for  hire  between  Manchester  and  Birming- 
ham, and  also  between  those  places  and  London,  and  since 
October,  1840,  have  daily  employed  the  defendants  as  audi 
carriers  as  aforesaid,  between  the  said  places,  to  cany  goodi 

(a)  This  list  divided  the  **  rates  they  contain  parceb  or  other  pack- 

by  merchandize  trains*'  into  seven  ages  or  things  under  1 12  lbs.  wc^ 

classes  of  charges,  the  lowest  being  each,  directed,  consigned,  or  in- 

16#.  and  the  highest  60«.  per  ton.  tended  for  different  peraona,  or  ftr 

Then    followed  —  **  Boxes,  bales,  more  than  one  person,  IdL  per  Ik 

hampers,  or  other  packages,  when  weight." 


TEINITY    VACATION,  6  VICT.  401 

for  them  between  those  places  in  parcels  of  above  112  lbs.  Brek.  of  PUat, 

.  1842 

weight  each.    They  have  also,  since  the  same  date,  daily  - 

delivered  to  the  defendants  one  or  more  parcels  (as  the  case  Pickford 
might  be)  under  112  lbs.  each,  and  which  in  the  trade  are  grand 
commonly  known  by  the  name  of  "  smalls,"  to  be  carried  luirwAT  Co. 
between  the  same  places,  and  for  which  latter  parcels  the 
plaintiffs  have  paid  the  defendants  according  to  the  rate 
fixed  in  the  said  published  list,  under  the  title  of  '^  smalls." 
The  plaintiffs  charge  to  their  customers  various  rates  for  the 
carriage  of  their  goods,  acc^fSing  to  the  quality,  quantity, 
and  value  of  such  goods.  fThe  revenue  derivable  firom  the 
carriage  of  small  parcels  hib  always  been  regarded  and  cal- 
culated upon  by  the  defendants  and  all  other  railway 
companies,  as  formerly  also  by  stage-coach  and  van  pro- 
prietors, and  all  carriers  by  rapid  conveyances,  as  a  very 
large,  important,  and  valuable  item  of  profit,  and  a  large 
and  extensive  establishment  of  clerks,  horses,  and  vans  is 
requisite  for  the  express  and  special  purpose  of  conducting 
such  small-parcel  business  efficiently  and  conveniently.   ) 

On  the  24th  November,  1840,  the  plaintiffs  had  in  tHeir 
possession,  as  carriers  between  Manchester  and  Birming- 
ham, several  parcels  of  goods,  consisting  of  teas,  books,  and 
hardware,  which  had  been  delivered  to  them  by  various 
persons  to  be  carried  to  Manchester.  On  the  same  day, 
the  plaintiffs  caused  the  said  several  parcels  to  be  packed 
in  a  hamper,  the  gross  weight  of  which  and  of  the  parcels 
contained  in  it  was  8cwt.  3qrs.  Olbs.,  although  each  parcel 
separately  was  less  than  112  lbs.  weight,  and  would  (if  de- 
livered separately)  have  been  a  small  parcel,  and  have  fallen 
under  the  title  of  "  smalls,"  according  to  the  list  of  prices 
before  mentioned.  On  the  same  day,  the  plaintiffs  caused 
the  said  hamper  and  its  contents  aforesaid  to  be  tendered 
to  the  defendants,  as  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  at  the 
place  used  by  them  at  Birmingham  for  carrying  on  their 
said  business  of  common  carriers,  and  there  required  the 
defendants  to  carry  the  same  and  its  contents  from  Bir- 
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Bxek.  of  PUat,  minghau^  to  Manchester  for  them  the  plaintiffiy  and  the 

plaintiffs  then  offered  to  pay  for  such  carriage  the  som  of 
1/.  6s.  6d.,  being  at  the  rate  of  60s,  per  ton.    The  defend- 
ants' agent  and  manager  at  Birmingham,  to  whom  the 
said  hamper  was  tendered,  was  the  duly  authorized  agent 
of  the  defendants  for  the  management  and  carrying  on 
of  their  said  business  at  Birmingham,  and  he  did  not  at 
the  time  of  such  tender  know  the  contents  or  the  value, 
or  the  nature  of  the  contents,  of  the  said  hamper,  and  so 
informed  the  person  tendering  the  same,  who,  on  being 
asked  the  contents,   said  they  were  ''smalls,^'  thereby 
meaning  (as  both  parties  understood)  parcek  each  under 
112  lbs.  weight,  consigned  or  intended  for  different  persons, 
and  within  the  description  sought  to  be  charged  for  by  the 
defendants  in  the  said  list  of  charges,  either  at  one  penny 
per  pound  weight  on  the  gross  weight  of  the  hamper  and  its 
contents,  or  at  the  usual  small-parcel  price  for  such  parcel 
therein  contained :  whereupon  the  defendants'  agent  re- 
fused to  receive  or  carry  the  said  hamper  and  its  contents 
according  to  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs,  unless  they  al- 
lowed the  hamper  to  be  opened,  so  that  the  number  of 
parcels  contained  therein  might  be  known,  and  each  par- 
cel contained  in  the  said  hamper  charged  and  paid  for 
separately  at  the  rate  fixed  in  the  said  list,  or  unless  they 
would  pay  the  defendants  for  the  carriage  of  the  said  ham- 
per and  its  contents  at  the  rate  of  one  penny  per  pound 
upon  its  weight  of  8  cwt.  S  qrs.,  which  would  have  amounted 
to  4/.  Is,  Sd.    The  plaintiffs  refused  to  pay  for  each  parcel 
separately,  or  to  pay  one  penny  per  pound  upon  the  gross 
weight  of  the  hamper  and  its  contents,  and  the  defendants 
refused  in  consequence  to  carry  the  hamper.     The  said 
hamper  was  in  a  convenient  form  for  the  purpose  of  car« 
riage,  and  was  as  capable  of  being  conveyed  by  the  defend- 
ants as  any  other  parcel  of  the  same  weight,  and  no  objec- 
tion was  made  by  the  defendants  to  carry  it  upon  any 
ground  of  inconvenience  by  reason  of  the  weight  or  size  of 
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the  hamper,  or  the  nature  of  the  contents^  or  upon  any  Exek.  qf  PUat, 
other  than  as  aforesaid.    The  said  hamper  was  duly  directed  '  - 

to  Pickford  &  Co.,  Manchester,  where  the  plaintiffs  have  a      Pickford 
place  of  business  as  common  carriers,  under  that  name.       Grand 
The  sum  of  1/.  ds.  6d.,  which  was  tendered,  was  the  full  railway  Ck>. 
amount  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  demand  and  re« 
ceive  for  the  receipt  and  carriage  of  the  said  hamper  and 
its  contents,  and  for  all  other  charges,  unless  they  were 
entitled  to  charge  for  each  parcel  contained  in  the  hamper 
separately,  or  to  charge  one  penny  per  pound  on  the  gross 
weight  of  the  hamper  and  its  contents. 

On  the  5th  day  of  December,  1840,  Pickford  &  Co.,  as 
such  carriers  as  aforesaid,  had  in  their  possession  at  Man* 
Chester  several  parcels  of  cotton,  linen,  and  woollen  goods, 
which  had  been  delivered  to  them  by  various  persons,  to  be 
carried  by  them  to  various  persons  at  Birmingham.  On 
the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  paused  the  said  several  parcels 
to  be  packed  in  a  hamper,  the  gross  weight  of  which,  and 
the  parcels  so  contained  in  it,  was  6cwt.  2qrs.  lOlbs.,  al- 
though each  parcel  separately  was  less  than  112  lbs.  weight, 
and  would  (if  delivered  separately)  have  been  a  small  parcel, 
and  fallen  under  the  title  of  ''smalls'^  according  to  the 
list  of  prices  before  mentioned.  On  the  same  day,  the 
plaintiffs  caused  the  said  last-mentioned  hamper  and  its 
contents  as  aforesaid  to  be  tendered  to  the  defendants, 
as  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  at  the  place  used  by  them 
at  Manchester  for  carrying  on  their  said  business  of  com- 
mon carriers,  and  then  required  the  defendants  to  carry 
the  same  and  its  contents  to  Birmingham  for  them  the  , 
plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs  then  offered  to  pay  for  such 
carriage  the  sum  of  9^.,  being  at  the  rate  of  25s.  per  ton. 
The  defendants'  agent  and  manager  at  Manchester,  to 
whom  the  said  last-mentioned  hamper  was  tendered,  and 
who  was  duly  authorized  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid  at 
the  time  of  such  tender,  did  not  know  the  contents  or  the 
value,  or  nature  of  the  contents  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  hamper^  and  so  informed  the  person  tendering  the  same  as 

'  ^    aforesaid;  and  the  person  tendering  the  same,  on  being 

PicKFOBD     asked  the  contents^  said^  "  They  are  small  parcels  of  cotton, 

Grand       and  linen^  and  woollen  goods/'  thereby  meaning  (as  both 

RailwTy^Co.  paries  understood)  parcels  under  112  lbs.  weight  consigned 
or  intended  for  different  persons,  and  within  the  descrip- 
tion sought  to  be  charged  for  by  the  defendants  in  the  said 
list  of  charges  at  one  penny  per  pound  weight  of  the  gross 
weight  of  the  hamper  and  its  contents,  or  at  the  nsoal 
small-parcel  price  for  each  parcel  therein :  whereupon  tiie 
defendants'  agent  refused  to  receive  or  carry  the  said  last- 
mentioned  hamper  and  its  contents  according  to  the  re- 
quisition of  the  plaintiffs,  unless  they  allowed  the  said  last- 
mentioned  hamper  to  be  opened,  so  that  each  parcel  con- 
tained therein  might  be  charged  and  paid  for  separately  at 
the  rate  fixed  in  the  said  list,  or  the  plaintiffs  would  pay  the 
defendants  for  the  carriage  of  the  said  last-mentioned  ham- 
per and  its  contents  at  the  rate  of  one  penny  per  pound 
upon  the  said  gross  weight  'bf  6cwt.  2qrs.  lOlbs.,  whidi 
would  have  amounted  to  3/.  Is,  6d,  The  plaintiffs  refused 
to  pay  for  each  parcel  separately,  or  pay  one  penny  per 
pound  upon  the  gross  weight  of  the  hamper  and  its  con- 
tents, and  the  defendants  in  consequence  refused  to  carry 
the  said  last-mentioned  hamper.  The  said  last-mentioned 
hamper  was  in  a  convenient  form  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
riage, and  was  as  capable  of  being  conveyed  by  the  defend- 
ants as  any  other  parcel  of  the  same  weight,  and  no  objec- 
tion was  made  by  the  defendants  to  carry  it  upon  any 
ground  of  inconvenience  by  reason  of  the  weight  or  sise  of 
the  hamper  or  of  the  nature  of  its  contents,  or  upon  any 
other  ground  than  aforesaid.  The  said  last-mentioned 
hamper  was  duly  directed  to  Pickford  &  Co.,  Birminghanii 
where  the  plaintiffs  have  a  place  of  business  as  such  com- 
mon carriers,  under  that  name.  The  sum  of  9t.,  which  was 
tendered,  was  the  full  amount  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  demand  and  receive  for  the  receipt  and  carriage  of  the 
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Baid  last-mentioned  hamper  and  its  contentSj  and  for  all  Exch,  of  PUat, 
other  charges^  unless  they  were  entitled  to  charge  for  each     ^  ^  *   . 
parcel  contained  in  the  said  hamper  separately^  or  to  charge      Pickford 
one  penny  per  pound  on  the  gross  weight  of  the  hamper       grand 
and  it.  contents.  Ra'^wTco. 

Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home^  as  well  as  the  plaintiffs^ 
have  for  many  years  been  common  carriers  of  goods  for 
hire  between  London  and  divers  other  parts  of  the  country, 
and  both  of  them  have  for  a  long  time  used  the  said  Lon- 
don and  Birmingham  Railway  to  a  lai^  extent  for  the 
conveyance  of  goods  entrusted  to  them  respectively,  as 
well  firom  Camden  Town  to  Manchester  as  from  Manches* 
ter  to  Camden  Town.  The  London  terminus  of  the  goods 
department  of  the  London  and  Birmingham  Bailway  is  at 
Camden  Town,  in  the  suburbs  of  London,  and  as  well  the 
plaintiffs  as  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home  have,  by  arrange- 
ment with  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Com- 
pany, separate  warehouses  and  places  of  business  con- 
tiguous to  each  other,  and  within  a  few  hundred  yards  of 
the  said  terminus,  and  together  forming  a  part  of  the  sta- 
tion or  place  of  business  of  the  London  and  Birmingham 
Bailway,  and  respectively  connected  by  branch  lines  of 
railway  with  the  main  line  thereof.  On  arrival  at  the 
aforesaid  terminus  of  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway, 
the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company  forward 
the  goods  conveyed  for  the  plaintiffs,  or  the  defendants,  or 
Chaplin  &  Home,  firom  Manchester  or  Birmingham,  by 
horse-power  along  the  several  branch  lines  of  railway  run- 
ning out  of  such  main  line,  to  as  near  the  said  warehouses 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home  respect- 
ively as  they  conveniently  can,  and  there  leave  the  same 
for  those  parties  respectively,  under  the  charge  and  at 
the  risk  of  those  parties  respectively,  who  afterwards 
receive  the  goods  into  their  respective  warehouses,  and 
firom  thence  send  them  by  carts  and  vans  to  the  various 
places  to  which  they  are  directed  or  consigned. 

VOL.  X.  E  E  M.  w. 
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E*ek.  qfPiioi,      The  London  and  Birmingham  Bailway  Company  supply 

V         '  ^    the  trucks  and  locomotive  power  for  the  conveyance  of  the 

PicKFORD     goods  from  Birmingham  to  Camden  Town^  and  from  Cam- 

Grand       den  Town  to  Birmingham^  and  charge^  as  well  to  the  plain- 

EailwatCo.  tiffs  as  to  the  said  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  HomCj  and  all 
other  parties  using  their  railway  for  the  convqranoe  of 
goods^  a  certain  amount  per  ton  for  tonnage,  varying 
according  to  the  description  of  goods,  and  which,  for  the 
description  of  goods  hereinafter  mentioned,  was,  during  the 
time  hereinafter  mentioned,  28f .  4if.  per  ton ;  and  they  also 
charge  128.  per  ton  for  the  use  of  their  locomotive  power, 
which  includes  the  use  of  the  trucks. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1840,  the  defendants  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  Messrs.  Chaplin  and  Home,  a  copy  of 
which  is  left  herewith,  and  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
refer  to  it  (a).  That  agreement  was  acted  upon  between 
the  parties  thereto ;  and  in  pursuance  of  it,  goods  collected 
at  Manchester  by  the  defendants,  as  common  carriers  from 
thence  to  London,  are  sent  by  them  along  the  Manchester 
and  Liverpool  Railway,  the  Grand  Junction  Bailway,  and 
the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway,  to  Chaplin  b 
Home,  at  their  said  warehouses  or  places  of  business  near 
the  Camden  Town  terminus  of  the  London  and  Birmingham 
Railway  Company;  and  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home  are 
debited  by  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company 
for  the  rates  due  to  them  in  respect  of  the  carriage  of  the 
said  goods  upon  their  railway.  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home 
then,  by  means  of  carts  and  vans,  convey  the  said  goods  to 
the  respective  consignees  thereof  in  London  and  its  vicinity, 
making  out  in  their  own  names,  as  principals,  to  the  con- 
signees of  such  goods,  the  bills  for  the  entire  caniage 

(a)  By  this  agreement,  in  effect,  the  goods  to  and  from  the  station  at 

the  Company  stipulated  to  allow  Camden  Town,  and  deliyering  them 

Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home  the  sum  at  any  place  within  the  limita  of  die 

of  10«.  per  ton,  out  of  the  entire  London  Porterage  Act 
charge  of  66s,  per  ton,  for  carrying 
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thereof  firom  Manchester,  which  they  receive  and  account  ^ch,  qf  Pleat, 

.  1842 

for  to  the  defendants,  first  deducting  for  their  own  profit 

or  remuneration  the  sum  of  lOs.  per  ton,  as  provided  for  in 

the  agreement. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  pursuance  of  the  same  agreement, 
Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home,  having  collected  in  London, 
in  their  own  name,  and  on  their  own  responsibility,  goods 
to  be  conveyed  by  them  as  common  carriers  to  Manches- 
ter, bring  the  same  to  the  said  terminus  at  Camden  Town, 
and  then  transmit  them  by  the  said  London  and  Birming- 
ham  Railway  as  far  as  Birmingham,  on  tracks,  with  covers 
thereon,  belonging  to  the  defendants,  and  marked  O.  J.  B.  W. 
(being  the  initials  of  the  defendants).  At  Birmingham 
they  are  taken  charge  of  by  the  defendants,  who  remove 
them  by  a  railway  communication  of  their  own  from 
the  terminus  of  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  to 
their  own  terminus,  and  then  forward  them  to  Manchester 
by  the  Orand  Junction  Railway  and  the  Manchester  and 
Liverpool  Railway,  and  the  charge  for  the  entire  carriage 
from  London  to  Manchester  is  received  from  the  respec- 
tive consignees  by  the  defendants  or  their  agents  at  Man- 
chester. 

In  the  month  of  January,  1841,  the  defendants  deter- 
mined on  and  published  a  new  list  of  rates  for  the  con- 
veyance of  goods,  in  alleged  pursuance  of  the  said  acts 
of  Parliament;  of  which  list  a  copy  is  hereunto  annexed, 
marked  B.  (a).  Those  rates,  for  example  the  rate  of  Ss.  8d, 
per  cwt.  or  65s.  per  ton  for  the  carriage  of  Manchester 
packs,  being  the  description  of  goods  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, include  the  conveyance  of  the  goods  from  Man- 
chester to  the  said  terminus  of  the  London  and  Birming* 


(a)  By  this  list,  the  chaige  for  the 
carriage  of  *^  Manchester  packs," 
firom  Manchester  to  London,  was 
stated  to  be  3«.  Sd.  per  cwt.,  or  65«. 
p0r  ton.    At  the  foot  of  the  list  was 

£  £ 


the  following:— ^^ Goods  brought 
to  the  station  at  Camden  Town 
without  extra  chaige.  No  chaige 
for  porterage  and  delivery  in  Lon- 
don." 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  ham  Bailway  at  Camden  Town,  and  the  convqranoe  of  them 

*   ^     thence  along  such  branch  line  of  railway  towards  or  to  the 

PiciroRD      gaid  warehouses  or  places  of  business  of  the  said  Messrs* 

Grand        Chaplin  &  Home  near  to  such  terminus,  and  the  farther 

RailwIy'co.    conveyance  or  delivery  of  the  goods  from  thence  by  the 

said  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home  to  or  at  the  various  places 
to  which  they  are  directed,  if  within  the  limits  of  delivery 
as  fixed  by  the  London  Porterage  Acts,  including  the 
London  Docks,  which  are  five  miles  distant  from  the  said 
terminus. 

In  like  manner,  the  plaintiffs  and  several  other  carriers 
have  adopted  the  plan  of  charging  one  undivided  sum  only 
for  carriage  from  Manchester,  and  delivery  at  the  places  in 
London  to  which  the  goods  are  directed  or  consigned,  with- 
out making  any  separate  claim  for  porterage  or  delivery. 
The  expense  for  conveying  goods  fit)m  the  said  warehouses 
at  Camden  Town  and  delivering  them  within  the  limits 
aforesaid,  amounts  to  a  sum  varying  from  6«.  to  8f.  per 
ton.  The  said  charge  of  3«.  id,  per  cwt.  or  65«.  per  ton,  in 
the  said  last-mentioned  lists  of  rates,  for  the  carriage  (tf 
Manchester  packs,  is  less  than  ever  was  before  charged  for 
the  rapid  conveyance  of  such  kind  of  goods  fr^m  Manches- 
ter to  London  or  its  suburbs,  whether  exclusive  or  inclu- 
sive of  the  charge  for  delivery.  That  charge,  and  none 
other,  has  from  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  list  been  always  made  by  the  said  defend- 
ants, or  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home,  for  the  carriage  (tf 
such  goods  from  Manchester,  whether  the  goods  have  been 
conveyed  by  vans  or  carts  from  the  warehouses  of  Messn. 
Chaplin  &  Home,  and  by  them  delivered  to  the  consignees, 
at  any  place  within,  the  limits  of  the  London  Porterage  Acts^ 
or  whether  (at  the  request  of  the  consignees)  the  goods 
have  been  delivered  to  them  at  the  said  terminus  at  Cam- 
den Town ;  and  the  same  course  has  been  pursued  by  the 
defendants,  or  by  Messrs.  Chaplin  &  Home,  in  regard  to 
the  charge  for  all  the  other  description  of  goods  specified 


TRINITY    VACATION;  5  VICT. 


409 


PlCKFORD 

V, 

Grand 

Junction 

Railway  Co. 


in  the  said  last-mentioned  list  of  rates.  The  plaintififs  have  Bsch.  o/PUas, 
always  refused  to  pay  such  charge  of  65«.  per  ton,  as  an 
unreasonable  charge  for  the  conveyance  of  such  goods  from 
Manchester  to  London,  they  being  ready  to  receive  the 
goods  at  the  said  terminus  of  the  London  and  Birmingham 
Bailway,  and  to  carry  away  the  goods  from  thence  them- 
selves. 

On  the  16th  day  of  February,  1841,  the  plaintiffs  had 
in  their  possession,  as  carriers,  a  Manchester  pack,  (being 
a  package  of  cotton  and  woollen  goods),  weighing  7  cwt. 
2  qrs.  17  lbs.,  which  had  been  delivered  to  them  to  be  con- 
veyed to  London,  and  on  the  same  day  they  caused  the 
said  pack  to  be  tendered  to  the  said  defendants,  as  com- 
mon carriers  as  aforesaid,  at  their  place  of  business  at 
Manchester,  and  required  them  to  receive  and  convey  the 
said  pack  of  goods  for  them  from  Manchester,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  following  letter: — 


''  London,  16th  February,  1841. 
''  Gentlemen, 

**  Our  agent,  Mr.  Robert  Moseley,  has  our  instructions 
to  tender  to  you  the  goods  sent  herewith  and  specified 
below,  for  conveyance  by  you  as  common  carriers.  They 
are  intended  for  our  London  house,  and  are  to  be  delivered 
to  them  at  our  place  of  business  at  the  terminus  in  Cam- 
den Town.  Mr.  Robert  Moseley  has  instructions  to  offer 
you,  at  the  same  time,  the  highest  price  for  the  carriage 
thereof  which  you  are  in  the  habit  of  charging  to  all  per- 
sons for  the  carriage  of  similar  goods,  deducting  therefrom 
the  allowance  which  you  are  in  the  habit  of  making  under 
similar  circumstances  to  Messrs.  Home  &  Chaplin,  or  to 
any  other  persons.  Believing  that  65s.  per  ton  is  the  sum 
chained  by  you  for  similar  goods,  when  delivered  to  the 
consignee  within  the  city  of  London  or  elsewhere,  and  10«. 
to  be  the  allowance  made  thereout  to  Messrs.  Home  & 
Chaplin^  or  to  other  persons,  when  the  same  are  delivisred 
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Sxek.  Iff  PUiu,  at  the  terminus  in  Camden  Town,  we  hare  instructed  Mr. 

1842 
^  '  -    Robert  Moseley  to  offer  you  the  sum  of  55«.  per  ton  for  the 

PicKFoaD     carriage  of  the  goods  sent  herewith.    Our  intention,  how- 

Gr AN  D       ever,  is  to  offer  you  precisely  the  same  sum  which  you  reoeiTe 

J  UXf  CTIOM 

Railway  Co.  ^™  Messrs.  Home  &  Chaplin,  or  firom  other  persons,  for 
the  conveyance  of  the  same  weight  of  similar  goods  under 
the  same  circumstances ;  and  if  we  are  under  any  misapj^re- 
hension  as  to  the  amount,  we  request  your  correction  in 
this  respect,  to  which  Mr.  Robert  Moseley  has  our  instruc- 
tions to  attend,  and  will  pay  the  right  amount  according 
to  the  same. 

''And  in  order  to  prevent  any  possibility  of  misoon* 
struction,  we  beg  to  say,  that  we  are  willing  to  consign 
these  goods  as  Messrs.  Home  &  Chaplin  or  other  per- 
sons consign  theirs,  and  to  deal  with  the  same  in  all  re- 
spect as  Messrs.  Home  &  Chaplin,  or  other  persons,  deal 
with  theirs,  when  the  same  are  intended  to  be  delivered 
at  the  terminus  in  Camden  Town ;  and  to  afford  you,  as 
carriers  over  the  lines  of  railway  between  this  place  and 
Camden  Town,  every  facility  or  advantage  which  Messrs. 
Home  &  Chaplin,  or  other  persons,  afford  you  in  that 
behalf;  and  in  short,  we  are  willing,  and  we  hereby  require, 
to  be  placed  from  time  to  time  and  in  all  respects  under 
similar  circumstances  with  them,  and  that  you  shall  cany 
our  goods  at  the  same  reasonable  charge  as  you  carry  theiis. 

"  We  are.  Gentlemen, 

"  Your  obedient  servants, 
(Signed)  ''  Pickford  &  Co.'* 

"  To  the  Grand  Junction  Railway 

Company,  Manchester,  per 

Robert  Moseley .'' 

The  plaintiffs  were  then,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  present  suit,  ignorant  of  the  predse 
terms  of  the  said  agreement  between  the  defendants  and 
Messrs.  Chaplin  &   Home,  but  they  were  aware  that 
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some  kind  of  agreement  had  been  entered  into  between  Exek.  of  puat, 
those  parties.  ^   ^^^*  . 

The  plaintiffs  were  then  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  and      PicKromD 
tendered  to  the  defendants  payment  for  the  carriage  of  the       Grand 
said  pack;  upon  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  said  letter.        railwat'co. 

The  defendants  replied  to  the  said  letter^  and  the  requi- 
sitions therein  made^  that  6&s.  per  ton  was  their  charge  to 
all  persons  for  such  goods  as  were  then  tendered  to  them 
for  carriage^  and  that  upon  payment  of  such  charge,  they 
would  receive  the  said  pack,  and  carry  and  deliver  it  at 
Camden  Town,  or  any  other  place  in  London  to  which  it 
was  directed  or  consigned,  but  that  they  would  not  carry 
it  at  any  lower  charge. 

The  plaintiffs  refused  to  pay  at  the  rate  of  65«.  per  ton^ 
and  the  defendants  in  consequence  refused  to  carry  the 
pack. 

The  Court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  firom  the  above 
facts  any  conclusion  which,  in  their  judgment,  a  jury 
ought  to  have  drawn. 


The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

1st. — Whether  the  defendants  were  by  law  bound  to 
carry  the  hamper  and  its  contents  first  above  mentioned 
from  Birmingham  to  Manchester,  at  the  rate  or  for  the 
mim  of  1/.  68.  6d. 

2nd. — ^Whether  the  defendants  were  by  law  bound  to 
carry  the  hamper  and  its  contents  secondly  above  men- 
tioned from  Manchester  to  Birmingham,  at  the  rate  or  for 
the  sum  of  9$. 

8rd. — ^Whether  the  defendants  were  entitled  by  law  to 
charge  at  the  rate  of  65«.  per  ton,  for  the  carriage  of  the 
pack  of  goods  thirdly  above  mentioned,  from  Manchester 
to  Camden  Town. 

The  verdict  on  the  several  issues  is  to  be  entered  in  such 
manner  and  form  as  to  the  Court  shall  seem  proper,  it 
being  agreed,  that  in  the  event  of  the  plaintiffs  being 
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Exck.o/ Pkas,  held  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  any  of  the 

counts  of  the  declaration,  then  the  damages  are  to  be  en- 
tered and  assessed  at  the  sum  of  40s. 
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The  case  was  argued  on  the  2nd  of  July  {a),  by 


Martin,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  proper  construction  to 
be  put  on  acts  of  Parliament  of  this  nature  is  now  wdl 
understood,  and  is  clearly  pointed  out  by  Lord  Ekhm  in 
Blakemore  v.  Glamorganskire  Canal  Cofnpanjf  (b),  and  by 
Alderson,  B.,  in  Lee  v.  MUner  (c).  In  the  latter  case  the 
learned  Judge  lays  it  down  that  "  the  stipulations  contained 
in  acts  of  this  sort  are  in  the  nature  of  conditiofu,  and  the 
legislature  confers  those  privileges  on  such  companies^  on 
the  condition  that  they  shall  obey  the  different  enact- 
ments contained  in  the  different  acts  with  reference  to 
them.''  Now,  the  main  ground  upon  which  this  and  other 
railway  companies  obtained  these  powers  from  the  l^sla- 
ture,  was  the  giving  increased  speed  and  increased  cheap- 
ness in  the  conveyance  of  goods  and  passengers  through- 
out the  country.  This  they  have  undoubtedly  done;  and 
the  result  has  been  that  they  have  obtained  the  sole  and 
exclusive  carriage  of  both  passengers  and  goods  on  every 
line  of  road  on  which  they  have  been  established.  But  it 
clearly  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  confer 
upon  this  company  the  exclusive  carriage  of  either  passen- 
gers or  goods.  Probably  all  that  was  originally  contem- 
plated by  the  parties  themselves  was,  that  they  should 
afford  to  the  public  an  improved  line  of  road,  which  should 
be  used  by  them  in  the  same  manner  as  canals  are  used, 
and  not  that  the  company  should  themselves  become  the 
exclusive  carriers ;  but  from  the  risk  in  the  management 
of  locomotive  engines,  it  has  been  found  in  practice  that 


(a)  Before  Parke,  B.,  Alderson, 
B.,  and  Gumey,  B. 


{h)  1  My].  &  K.  162. 
(c)  2  Y.  &  C.  618. 
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the  proper  regulation  of  them  requires  the  sole  control  Sxek.  tf  PUas, 
and  superintendence  of  one  body,  and  the  railway  compa-  ^  ^^^*  ^ 
nies  have  in  consequence  obtained  an  entire  monopoly,  Pickford 
not  merely  of  the  railway  itself,  but  also  of  the  traffic  grand 
upon  it,  as  well  in  the  carriage  of  passengers  as  of  goods.  ^^iLwIir^Co. 
The  rates  of  tonnage  and  tolls  given  by  their  first  act,  3 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  zzxiv,  ss.  154,  155,  are  clearly  founded  on 
this  idea,  that  parties  were  to  use  their  own  carriages  and 
their  own  locomotive  power  upon  the  railway,  and  that 
the  company  were  to  be  entitled  to  a  tonnage  for  the  use 
of  the  line  of  road,  in  the  same  manner  as  canal  compa- 
nies receive  a  tonnage  for  the  carriage  of  goods  along  the 
canal.  Then  s.  156  empowers  the  company,  ''if  they  shall 
think  proper,  to  use  and  employ  locomotive  and  other 
engines,  or  other  moving  power,  and  in  carriages  and  wag- 
gons drawn  and  propelled  thereby,  to  carry  and  convey 
upon  the  said  railway^ all  such  passengers,  cattle,  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandize,  articles,  matters,  and  things  as 
shall  be  offered  to  them  for  that  purpose,  and  to  make 
such  reasonable  charges  for  such  carriage  and  conveyance 
as  they  may  from  time  to  time  determine  upon,  in  addUion 
to  the  several  tonnages  and  tolls  hereinbefore  authorized 
to  be  charged  and  received ;  provided,  that  neither  the  said 
company,  nor  any  other  person  or  persons  using  the  said 
railway  as  carriers,  shall  ask,  demand,  or  be  entitled  to  take 
(both  for  tolls  and  carriage)  any  greater  sums  than  the  fol- 
lowing,''  i.  e.  certain  sums  per  mile  for  each  person  con- 
veyed. Then  s.  158  gives  the  company  a  very  extensive 
and  vague  power.  It  enacts,  ''  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  company,  and  they  are  thereby  empowered,  to 
provide  locomotive  engines  or  other  power  for  the  draw- 
ing or  propelling  of  any  articles,  matters,  or  things,  per- 
sons, cattle,  or  animals  upon  the  said  railway,  and  to 
receive,  demand,  and  recover  such  sums  of  money  for  the 
use  of  such  engines  or  other  power  as  the  said  company 
shall  think  proper,  in  addition  to  the  several  other  rates^ 
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Exck.  9f  Pleat,  tolls,  OF  Sums  by  this  act  authorised  to  be  taken/'    And 
^     ^*  ^     8.  159  empowers  the  company^  at  any  general  or  special 
PicKFORD     meeting,  and  also  the  directors,  ''from  time  to  time  to 
Oramd       make  such  orders  for  fixing,  and  by  such  orders  to  fix, 
BailwIt^Co.    ^^®  siuns  to  be  charged  by  the  said  company  ff»  respect  qf 
9maU parcels  (not  exceeding  500  lbs.  weight  each)  as  to  them 
shall  seem  proper/'    The  168th  section  has  reference  to  the 
hiring  of  locomotive  power  firom  the  company,  and  does 
not  affect  the  question  in  the  present  case,  which  depends 
on  the  166th  and  159th  taken  together.    And  it  is  sub- 
mitted, first,  that  the  goods  mentioned  in  this  case  were 
not  smaU  parcels  within  the  meaning  of  s.  159. 

It  is  plain  that  this  clause  was  introduced  for  the  pur- 
pose of  allowing  the  company  to  make  a  charge  for  the 
carriage  of  small  parcels  of  value,  such  as  bankers'  and 
solicitors'  parcels,  jewellery,  &c.,  for  which  a  charge  by 
weight  would  not  afford  a  reasonable  remuneration.  But 
where  a  package  is  delivered  to  them  above  500  lbs.  weight, 
in  a  convenient  and  proper  form  for  carriage,  which  wiU 
afford  them  a  proper  remuneration  for  the  carriage  upcm 
the  weight,  that  clearly  does  not  fall  within  this  section* 
Small  parcels  are  of  necessity  more  liable  to  pilferage  and 
loss,  and  require  much  more  care  and  attention,  than  large 
ones ;  and  it  was  reasonable  in  respect  of  them  to  give  the 
company  the  power  of  requiring  a  due  and  proper  com- 
pensation. Nor  can  it  be  answered,  that  a  number  iA 
Ytrj  valuable  parcels  might  be  put  up  in  one  lai^  pack- 
age, and  so  a  vast  amount  of  responsibility  cast  upon  the 
company;  because  in  respect  of  all  articles  of  intrinsically 
large  value,  they  are  amply  protected  by  the  Carriers' 
Act,  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  65. 

The  parcel  in  question,  therefore,  not  being  within 
8.  159,  the  case  turns  on  s.  156,  upon  which  the  question 
is,  what  is  a  reasonable  charge  ?  Now,  can  it  possibly  be 
reasonable,  that  for  a  package  of  cotton  goods,  made  up  in 
the  most  convenient  way  for  carriage^  containing  seven  or 
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tight  separate  parcels  of  cotton  goods^  but  to  be  delivered  Exeh,  </  PUat, 
at  one  single  place,  and  therefore  causing  to  the  com-  *  ^ 

pany  no  greater  expense  or  trouble  than  if  all  the  parcels      Pickford 
were  for  the  same  person,  the  sum  of  8/.  la.  6d.  should       Oramo 
be  charged,  whereas  for  the  very  same/tSlicle  consigned  to    RAtLwIiTca 
one  person  the  charge  is  ds.  only?  (it  is  obvious,  that  if 
this  can  be  maintained,  it  gives  the  railway  company  a  ^ 

complete  and  entire  monopoly  of  the  entire  small  parcels'  ^ 
carriage  from  Liverpool  to  Birmingham,  which  Ie  stated  in 
the  case  to  be  productive  of  an  immense  revenueA  Surely 
the  charges  set  forth  in  their  own  list  of  rates /must,  as 
against  them,  be  assumed  to  be  reasonable  chaises, — ^the 
highest  class  of  which  is  6O9.  per  ton;  whereas  upon  ''boxes, 
bales,  hampers,  or  other  packages,  when  they  contain  parcels 
or  other  packages,  or  things  under  112  lbs.  weight  each, 
directed,  consigned,  or  intended  for  different  persons,  or  for 
more  than  one  person,''  the  charge  imposed  by  them  is  l^^. 
per  lb.,  obviously  a  most  unreasonable  rate,  and  clearly 
intended  to  drive  all  other  carriers  off  their  line.  BesideSj 
suppose  several  persons  club  together,  and  put  up  a  num- 
ber of  parcels  in  one  package  to  be  sent  by  a  carrier,  the 
carrier  cannot  know  whether  every  thing  contained  in  it 
is  intended  for  the  one  individual  to  whom  it  is  directed; 
so  that  this  mode  of  charging  would  lead  to  the  practice  of 
opening  every  package,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  it 
might  not  contain  different  parcels  for  different  persons. 

The  other  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  company 
have  a  right  to  make  in  all  cases  one  charge  for  the  car* 
riage  and  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  although  in  some  cases 
the  consignee  may  not  require  them  to  be  delivered. 
What  they  say  in  effect  is,  that  they  will  deliver  goods 
carried  by  their  railway,  at  any  place  within  the  limits  of 
the  London  Porterage  Act,  and  for  that  trill  charge  65«. 
a  ton.  But  the  charge  authorized  by  the  act  of  Parliament 
to  be  made  by  the  company,  is  a  charge  for  carriage  on  the 
line  of  railway.  They  ought  to  state  how  much  they  charge 
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Bxch.  qfPUoi,  for  carriage  on  the  railway,  and  bow  mnch  for  deliyery,  and 
^  ^  '  ^  each  ought  to  be  a  reasonable  chaise.  [Aldermm,  B. — It 
PicKFORo  cannot  be  a  reasonable  charge  for  carriage  on  the  railway. 
Grand  if  for  that  they  are  doing  an  additional  expensive  act  for 
Railwat^Co.  other  people.]  This  question  also  turns  on  the  156th  sec- 
tion, taken  in  conjunction  with  certain  clauses  of  later  acts. 
The  4  Will.  4,  c.  Iv,  s.  19,  extends  the  provisions  of  the  8 
Will.  4,  c.  xxxiv,  s.  156,  and  empowers  the  company  to  use 
and  employ  locomotive  or  other  engines,  &c.,  and  in  carriages 
and  waggons  drawn  or  propelled  thereby  to  carry  and  con- 
vey, as  well  upon  and  along  the  said  raUway  as  upon  and 
along  any  other  railway  or  railways,  all  such  passengers, 
cattle,  goods,  &c.,  as  shall  be  offered  to  them  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  to  make  such  reasonable  charges  for  such  carriage 
or  conveyance,  (not  exceeding  the  amounts  specified  in  the 
said  recited  act),  as  they  may  determine,^'  &c.  It  is  dear 
this  clause  confines  them  to  a  charge  for  the  carriage  and 
conveyance  upon  the  lines  of  railway,  and  does  not  autho- 
rize them  to  combine  with  it  a  chaise  for  conveyance  frmn 
the  terminus  to  the  place  of  delivery  in  London.  Then  the 
subsequent  act  of  3  Vict.  c.  xlix,  s.  26,  provides,  that 
the  charges  by  the  former  act  authorized  to  be  made  {ot 
the  carriage  of  any  passengers,  goods,  &;c.  to  be  conveyed 
by  the  company,  *'  shall  be  at  all  times  chained  equally, 
and  after  the  same  rate  per  mile,  or  per  ton  per  mile,  in 
respect  of  all  passengers,  and  of  all  goods,  &c.  of  a  like  de- 
scription, conveyed  and  propelled  by  a  like  carriage  or 
engine,  passing  on  the  same  portion  of  the  line  only  and 
under  the  same  circumstances.^'  [Alderson,  B. — Can  it 
be  said  Pickford  &  Co.  and  Mr.  Home  are  chained  equally, 
when  they  are  charged  the  same  sum  in  the  one  case  for 
carriage  plus  porterage,  as  in  the  other  case  for  carriage 
alone  ?]  And  that,  while  the  rates  put  forth  by  the  com- 
pany themselves  expressly  state,  that  "  goods  are  brought 
to  the  station  at  Camden  Town  without  extra  charge,^' 
and  that  there  is  "no  charge  for  porterage  and  delivery  in 
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London/'    It  is  clear^  therefore,  that  the  charge  of  65«.  a  Bsek.  qfPitoi, 
ton,  made  to  persons  who  are  willing  to  receive  their  goods     »^    ^'    ^ 
at  the  station  at  Camden  Town,  is  both  unreasonable  and      Pickford 
unequal.    In  truth,  by  reason  of  the  company's  contract        Grand 
with  Chaplin  &   Home,   the  former   are  carriers  from    Railwat^Co. 
Lancashire  to  Camden  Town  only,  and  there  their  respon- 
sibility stops,  the  latter  taking  upon  themselves  all  respon- 
sibility  for  any  loss  which  may  occur  afterwards,  for  which 
they  are  compensated  by  the  additional  charge  of  10s.  per 
ton,  sought  to  be  imposed  upon  the  plaintiffs. 

Cowling,  contra. — ^First,  as  to  the  question  relating  to  the 
carriage  of  small  parcels.  If  the  company  have  no  power 
to  impose  a  larger  rate  of  payment  in  such  a  case  as  this, 
it  is  obvious  that  other  carriers  might  undertake  to  carry 
all  parcels  under  112  lbs.  at  a  cheap  rate,  e.  g.  Is.  a-piece, 
and  might  carry  them  by  the  railway;  and  thus,  putting  in 
one  package,  which  shall  not  exceed  1 12  lbs.,  a  great  number 
of  small  parcels,  the  carrier  would  receive  for  the  carriage 
of  them  Is.  each,  whereas  he  would  pay  the  company  2s.  6d. 
only  for  the  carriage  of  the  package,  although  they  sustained 
all  the  trouble,  expense,  and  risk.  It  is  necessary,  there- 
fore, that  the  railway  company  should  have  the  power  of 
protecting  themselves  in  such  a  case.  If  so,  the  question 
18  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  scale  of  prices 
adopted  is  really  unreasonable.  The  onus  is  on  the  plain- 
tiffs to  shew  that  it  is  so.    In  v.  Jackson  (a).  Lord 

Kenyon  says,  "  There  are  acts  of  Parliament  which  autho- 
rize justices  of  the  peace  to  fix  the  rates  to  be  taken  by 
carriers,  and  I  have  known  instances  of  applications  to  the 
sessions  for  that  purpose;  but  when  no  rate  is  fixed  by 
law,  the  carrier  is  entitled  to  say  on  what  terms  he  will 
carry.  He  is  not  obliged  to  take  every  thing  which  is 
brought  to  his  warehouse,  unless  the  terms  on  which  he 


(a)  2  Peak3's  N.  P.  C.  IBS. 
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Eagk^tfrumi^  diooiet  toniidertaketfaenkafeeoBiipliedwidklij&e 
^^^'  ^  acm  who  empkjs  him.''  In  fFytf  T./U^^ivrf(a),PMfcr,B^ 
says: — ^^'We  agree,  if  the  notice  fmaiiliri  m  deiene^it 
most  be  either  on  the  ground  of  firand,orqf  nlimifnfiM  of 
liability  bj  contract,  which  linutatioa  it  it  eonpetant  to  a 
carriOT  to  make,  becanae,  being  entitled  bj  rommnw  law  to 
inrist  on  the  full  price  of  carriage  being  paid  bcfatchand, 
he  maj^  if  such  priee  be  not  paid,  rcAne  to  cany  on  the 
terms  imposed  by  the  omnmon  law,  and  inaist  upon  his 
own/'  The  defendants,  therefore,  as  oomnMSi  canios^ 
may  insist  on  their  own  rates  of  prices,  unless  it  be  shewn 
by  the  other  party  that  they  are  unreasonable.  And  it  ii 
not  enough  to  shew  that  one  price  may  in  itself  be  large,  if 
the  prices,  generaUy  speaking,  for  the  carriage  of  goods  be 
reasonable*  Here  it  is  found  by  the  case  that  the  prices 
charged  by  the  company  are  lower  than  wore  charged  be* 
fore ;  that  being  so,  the  Court  will  hardly  inquire  whethsr 
under  some  particular  circumstances  one  price  mig^t  be 
reduced  or  not.  But  it  is  submitted  that  this  particalar 
charge  if  reasonable.  The  reasonableness  of  the  remnnersc 
tion  depends  not  merely  on  the  labour  the  carrier  under- 
goes, but  also  on  the  risk  he  incurs.  Now,  how  can  that 
risk  be  computed,  unless  he  is  aware  what  are  the  goods  he 
carries?  What  then  is  he  to  do  ?  He  cannot  oompd  the 
party  to  unpack  and  display  the  contents  of  the  package. 
Is  he  to  be  content  with  the  assurance  of  the  owner  what 
are  the  goods  ?  Surely  not.  The  only  course,  then,  left  to 
him  is  to  make  such  an  increased  charge  as  shall  coyer  the 
additional  risk.  The  ordinary  course  of  dealing  between 
carriers  and  their  customers  is,  that  each  customer  sends 
his  own  goods,  and  the  liability  imposed  by  law  on  carrien 
is  established  with  reference  to  that  state  of  things.  It  is 
in  effect  sought  on  the  other  side  to  make  the  railway 
company  the  servants  of  other  carriers.     The  question  ss 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  458. 
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to  the  liability  of  carriers  was  much  considered  in  Riley  v.  JS*ch,  of  PUat, 

1842 
Home  (a) ;  and  there^  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  ^  *    ^ 

court,  Best,  C.  J.,  says,  (p.  224),  "  We  have  established  these  F'ckfo»d 
points, — ^that  a  carrier  is  an  insurer  of  the  goods  which  he  Orand 
carries;  that  he  is  obliged  for  a  reasonable  reward  to  carry  railway  Co. 
goods  that  are  offered  him,  if  his  carriage  will  hold  them,  and 
he  is  informed  of  their  quaUiy  and  value;  that  he  is  not  obliged 
to  take  a  package,  the  owner  of  which  will  not  inform  him 
what  are  its  contents,  and  of  what  value  they  are }  that  if 
he  does  not  ask  for  information,  or  if,  when  he  asks  and  is 
not  answered,  he  takes  the  goods,  he  is  answerable  for  their 
amount,  whatever  that  may  be/'  [Parke,  B. — Here  the 
defendants  are  told  what  the  goods  are ;  the  question  is 
asked,  and  there  is  an  answer,  which  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  an  untrue  one.]  In  another  part  of  the  same  judgment, 
(p.  222),  it  is  said,  "  A  carrier  has  a  right  to  know  the  value 
uid  quality  of  what  he  is  obliged  to  carry.  If  the  owner 
of  the  goods  will  not  tell  him  what  his  goods  are  and  what 
they  are  worth,  the  carrier  may  refuse  to  take  charge  of 
them ;  but  if  he  does  take  charge  of  them,  he  waives  his 
right  to  know  their  contents  and  value.''  Here,  when  the 
defendants  are  informed  that  the  goods  belong  to  different 
persons,  but  do  not  know  what  they  really  are,  they  have  a 
right  to  charge  as  much  as  they  think  reasonable,  in  order 
to  cover  the  risk.  [Parke,  B. — ^They  do  not  refuse  to  carry 
on  the  ground  that  they  do  not  know  what  the  contents  of 
the  parcels  are.  Alderson,  B. — The  ground  of  refusal  is 
the  reverse— because  they  do  know  what  the  contents  are.] 
They  refuse  because  they  do  not  know  who  the  several 
consignees  are.  [Akkraon,  B. — ^If  the  contents  of  the  pack- 
ages were  spread  out  before  them,  they  would  have  no 
greater  information  on  that  point.]  At  all  events,  they 
have  a  right  on  that  ground  to  make  an  increased  charge. 
More  responsibility  is  incurred  in  such  a  case  than  when 

(a)  5  Bing.  217 ;  2  M.  &  P.  331. 
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£xe*.  of  Pleas,  the  goods  belong  to  one  person  only.     Where  thejr  belong 

>    to  different  persons^  the  carrier  is  subject  to  aevend  actions 

PicKPORD     xn  case  of  loss ;  not  perhaps  several  actions  of  contract,  but 

Grand       at  all  events  several  actions  of  trover  in  case  of  misdeliTeiy 

Railway  Co.    0^  other  conversion :  Owen  v.  Burnett  (a).    The  snm  which 


the  carrier  ought  to  charge  depends  much  more  on  the 
sponsibility  he  incurs  than  on  the  mere  labour,  which  of 
course  must  be  the  same  with  packages  of  equal  weight.  It 
has  been  decided  that  a  carrier  may  charge  for  booking,  and 
that  the  tender  of  the  charge  for  conveyance,  without  an 
extra  charge  for  booking  also,  would  not  be  a  sufficient  ten- 
der of  a  reasonable  charge : v.  Jackion  {b) .    If  then  the 

carrier  may  refuse  to  carry,  except  on  his  own  terms,  if  he 
has  not  full  information  as  to  the  goods,  here  his  terms 
are,  ''  if  you  will  not  let  me  know  how  many  and  who  aie 
the  consignees,  I  shall  charge  you  Id.  per  lb.''  The  option  is 
given  to  the  plaintiffs.  But  further,  the  159th  section  is 
not  to  be  confined  to  the  case  of  tonnage  rates,  but  includes 
all  cases  within  s.  156,  and  enables  the  company  to  make 
such  rates  as  they  shall  think  proper  in  respect  of  all  par- 
cels not  exceeding  500  lbs.  That  clause  cannot  be  evaded 
by  collecting  in  one  package  a  number  of  small  parcels  al- 
together exceeding  that  weight ;  if  so,  its  provisions  wiU 
be  altogether  nugatory. 

Secondly,  the  company  have  a  right  to  say  that  their 
charge  for  conveyance  to  London  is  so  much,  and  that  for 
that  they  will  also  deliver  the  goods.  In  fact,  the  charge 
for  delivery  is  not  a  separate  charge,  but  is  a  portion  of  the 
charge  for  conveyance.  [Parke,  B. — ^It  must  be  an  un- 
reasonable thing  to  charge  the  same  thing  for  carrying  and 
delivering,  as  for  carrying  only.  Alderson,  B. — ^Nor  can  it 
possibly  be  equal  to  charge  the  plaintiffs  65«.  for  that  for 
which  you  charge  Chaplin  &  Home  55«.]  If  the  act 
gives  the  company  the  power  to  carry  along  the  railway,  it 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  353. 


{h)  2  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  185. 
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impliedly  imposes  the  duty  to  deliver  also.     [The  Court,  ^ch.  of  Pleat, 
however,  expressed  so  strong  an  opinion  against  the  learned  '  ^ 

counsel  on  this  point,  that  he  abandoned  it.]  Pickford 

Grand 

Junction 

Martin,  in  reply. — It  is  obvious  that  the  charge  of  Irf.  railway  Co. 
per  lb.  on  the  whole  weight  will  amount,  whatever  be  the 
number  of  small  parcels,  (at  least  if  they  exceed  15  lbs. 
each),  to  far  more  than  the  charge  for  the  parcels  se- 
parately ;  so  that  this  is,  in  effect,  a  penalty  imposed  on 
persons  who  put  up  small  parcels  together,  compelling 
them  to  pay  an  extra  price.  With  respect  to  the  supposed 
increase  of  danger,  or  responsibility,  arising  from  putting 
Mnall  parcels  together,  it  is  merely  imaginaxy;  bat  if  it 
were  otherwise,  that  is  one  of  the  chances  which  carriers 
undertake,  and  the  same  thing  is  continually  done  by  the 
railway  companies  themselves.  The  only  question  really 
is,  whether  this  is  a  reasonable  charge  within  sect.  156. 
No  action  for  breach  of  duty  as  carriers  could  be  brought 
against  the  defendants  by  any  body  but  the  plaintiffs,  with 
whom  alone  their  contract  is  made;  because  the  action, 
though  in  tort,  is  founded  upon  the  contract.  They  might 
indeed  be  liable  to  the  owners  for  a  positive  misfeasance; 
but  that  cannot  entitle  them  to  make  a  charge  beyond 
that  which  as  carriers  they  would  be  entitled  to  make. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  pronounced  by 

Parks,  B. — ^The  two  main  questions  raised  in  this  case 
are,  first,  Whether  the  defendants  were  bound  to  carry  a 
hamper  containing  several  parcels,  each  less  than  112 
lbs.,  directed  to  and  intended  for  different  persons,  for 
the  sum  offered  to  them  by  the  plaintiffs:  and  2ndly, 
Whether  they  were  bound  to  carry  a  parcel  from  Man- 
chester to  Camden  Town  for  the  sum  offered  to  them  by 

VOL.  X.  F  F  M.  w. 
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-Ere*.  qfPieagf  the  plaintiflFs.     There  were  two  hampers^  each  containing 

v...^,^^!^^     several  such  small  parcels^  tendered  at  different  times  to 

PicKFOBD      the  defendants^  but  the  same  question  arises  as  to  both. 

Grand       The  sum  tendered  in  respect  of  each  is  found  to  have  been 

Junction  ,-,,  11/.-1  -  %    t  .  •!• 

Railway  Co.    the  full  amoiint  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  receive  for 

the  receipt  and  carriage  of  the  hamper  and  its  contents, 
and  for  all  other  charges,  unless  they  were  entitled  to 
charge  for  each  parcel  contained  in  the  hamper  separately, 
or  to  charge  one  penny  per  pound  on  the  gross  weight  of 
the  hamper  and  its  contents.  We  are  to  determine^  there- 
fore, whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  make  either 
charge — a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact ;  the  hict  being 
submitted  to  us  by  consent  of  the  parties  as  to  a  jury. 

Under  the  act  of  Parliament  establishing  the  Grand  June* 
tion  Railway  Company,  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  xxxiv,  the  company 
is  authorized,  by  sect.  156,  to  carry  upon  that  railway  all 
such  goods,  &c.  as  should  be  offered,  and  to  make  such 
reasonable  charges  for  such  carriage  and  conveyance  93^ 
they  may  from  time  to  time  determine  upon,  in  addition 
to  tonnage  and  tolls,  without  any  other  restriction,  in  the 
case  of  goods,  than  that  the  charges  should  be  reasonable. 
By  4  ^yill.  4,  c.  Iv,  s.  19,  these  powers  are  extended  to  the 
carriage  of  all  goods  that  should  be  offered  on  other  rail- 
ways, but  they  are  still  to  make  reasonable  charges  far  suck 
carriage. 

By  virtue  of  these  clauses,  the  company,  in  their  cha- 
racter of  common  carriers,  are  bound  to  carry  for  reason- 
able chviTgeB,  if  reasonable  charges  are  tendered  to  them. 
The  first  question  then  is  resolved  into  this,  whether  for 
the  two  hampers,  containing  small  parcels  consigned  to 
different  persons,  it  is  reasonable  to  charge  either  for  each 
parcel  contained  in  the  hamper  separately,  or  one  penny 
per  pound  on  the  gross  weight  of  each  hamper  and  its 
contents. 

The  charge  is  no  doubt  to  be  varied  according  to  the 
trouble,  expense,  and  responsibility  attending  the  receipt. 


TRINITY    VACATION,   6   VICT.  423 

carriage,  and  delivery  of  different  articles;  and  for  i^mall  Exeh.  of  PUas, 

parcels  more  ought  to  be  paid  than  a  proportionate  part,  ^ 

according  to  weight,  of  the  price  of  larger  parcels  of  the  Pickford 

same  commodity,  by  reason  of  the  greater  trouble  in  re-  Grand 

Jon  CTioN 

ceiving,  despatching,  and  delivering  them,  and  their  expo-  r%xlwat  Cot 
sure  to  a  much  greater  risk  of  abstraction  or  loss.  But,  if 
all  the  small  parcels  are  united  in  one  large  package,  and 
delivered  to  the  carrier  in  that  package,  consigned  to  one 
person,  the  trouble  and  responsibility  are  apparently  re- 
duced precisely  to  the  same  degree  as  if  all  the  articles 
contained  in  the  package  were  the  property  of  the  same 
owner,  and  intended  to  be  delivered  to  him.  There  would 
seem,  therefore,  to  be  no  right  to  charge  for  such  package 
of  distinct  parcels,  belonging  to  different  owners,  more 
than  if  they  belonged  to  the  same.  But  then  it  is  argued, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  there  really  is  an 
increased  responsibility,  arising  from  the  simple  fact  that 
each  parcel  is  the  property  of  a  distinct  owner,  because  it 
is  said  that,  in  the  event  of  a  misdelivery,  the  company 
would  be  liable  to  several  actions  of  trover  instead  of  one, 
and  even  in  case  of  loss  or  damage  by  neglect,  each  sepa- 
rate owner  might  maintain  an  action  on  the  custom  of  Eng- 
land, in  respect  of  his  own  goods.  It  is  very  doubtful,  at 
least,  whether,  on  the  custom  of  England,  separate  actions 
could  be  maintained,  as  the  relation  of  employer  and 
carrier  would  not  have  subsisted  between  them  and  the 
company,  but  between  them  and  the  plaintiffs.  As  actions 
of  trover,  however,  could  be  maintained,  it  would  not  be 
unreasonable  to  allow  some  additional  remuneration,  on 
account,  not  of  the  liability  to  pay  greater  damages,  for 
they  would  be  the  same  in  both  cases,  but  to  pay  the 
same  damages  by  means  of  different  suits.  We  are  re- 
lieved, however,  from  the  necessity  of  deciding  what  the 
precise  amount  of  additional  compensation  (which  at  all 
events  should  be  trifling)  on  this  account  should  be,  be- 
cause it  is  admitted  on  the.  special  case,  that  the  sum 

r  F  2 
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tendeied  k  proper,  vnles  tlie  defiendanta  had  a  riglit  to 

charge  for  sepante  parods;  vhich  ther  frttainly  had  not, 

Pkktow      because  neither  the  troable,  expenae,  nor  re^onabilitj 

Ga4v»        was  /Ar  MBieas  if  the  parods  had  been  separate;  or  nnkas 

BailwatCo.  the  defendants  had  aright  to  charge  one  penny  a  poond  on 

the  vhole.  We  hare  no  difficnlnr  in  sajing  tint  this  last- 
mentioned  lemnneralion  is  excessiTe,  and  unjustified  bjr 
the  increase  of  responsibifitr  from  the  ciicnmstanoe  of  the 
properties  being  separate.  It  is  impoanUe  to  auppott^  on 
this  ground,  a  charge  for  41.  Is.  8dL  for  the  fint  package^ 
for  which,  if  it  had  consisted  of  parods^  <me  property^ 
]/.  6f .  6rf.  would  hare  been  the  punier  charge,  and  a  diaiga 
of  32.  Is.  6d.  instead  of  9s.  for  the  seeond. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffa  are  en- 
titled to  onr  judgment  on  the  first  question  raised  between 
the  parties,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  two  first  counts. 

Am  to  the  second  question,  the  Court  hsTO  already 
intimated  their  opinion,  that  the  company  cannot  si^ 
port  a  claim  for  the  same  sum  for  carriage  to  na«mfii 
Town,  and  for  carriage  thither  and  ddiTery  at  any  piaee 
in  London.  By  the  provisions  already  referred  to^  Acy 
are  to  carry  for  reasonable  charges  for  carriage,  and  by 
3  Vict,  c  xlix,  8. 26,  such  charges  are  to  be  made  equalljr; 
and  it  is  clearly  unreasonable  and  unequal  to  charge  the 
same  sum  to  a  consignee  who  is  willing  to  reoetTe  the 
goods  at  Camden  Towd,  and  one  who  requirea  them  to  be 
delivered  at  the  London  Docks  or  elsewhere  in  London. 
The  plaintiffs  are  bound  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  St. 
per  ton,  after  deducting  the  reasonable  charge  far  ddifer» 
ing  in  London,  and  no  more,  and  the  defendanta  must 
carry  to  and  deliver  at  Camden  Town  for  that  sum. 

llie  plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  succeed  upon  the 
second  question  raised  by  this  special  case. 

The  verdict  on  all  the  issues  is  to  be  entered  fisr  the 
plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  fdaintifi. 


J 
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Ejceh,  0/  Pleaw, 

■  -  ^  ,  ^  1842. 

Turner  and  Others  v.  The  Sheffield  and  Botherham 


Railway  Company. 


July  7. 


v^ASE.     The  declaration  stated^  that  before  and  at  the  By  a  railway 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances  by  the  defend-  J wed,  That'^"*' 
ants  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  certain  messuages,  starch-  "®**^»"8  \"  *5« 

'  °     '  act  contained 

houses,  workshops,  and  buildings,  with  the  appurtenances,  ihouidauthorixt 
did  adjoin  to  certain  land  in  the  possession  of  the  defend-  to  take,  injure, 
ants,  and  were  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  certain  JJe  pui^ei^of 
persons,  to  wit,  James  Woodhead  and  John  Woodhead,  as  ^^  ^^^  ■"y,^ 

■^  ^      ^  ^  house  or  build- 

tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  reversion  thereof  then  ing  which  was 
and  still  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  which  said  mes-  i^fore  the  80th 
suages,  &c.,  had  been  and  then  were  built  and  fitted  up  f8*5r6"^*hout 
with  divers  fixtures,  implements,  and  effects  of  the  plain-  **>«  consent  in 

.«.      t         .  in,  ,  writing  of  the 

tiffs  therein,  and  had  long  been  and  then  were  used  for  owner  or  other 
the  purpose  of  manufacturing  starch  therein  and  there-  ^s'ted  therein, 
with,  and  for  divers  other   purposes,  and  in  which  said  °'***'  ^***"  'V^^ 

'  r     sr         '  f^  vrert  speci- 

messuages,  &;c.,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  there  of  right  fied  inthesche- 
had  been  and  were,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be,  divers,  unless  the  omis' 
to  wit,  100  ancient  windows,  through  which  the  Ught  and  J^o^ciedef  frT^ 
air,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  ought  to  have  entered,  m»ft«*te,  &c, 

,  ,  .  .  ^  subsequent 

and  still  of  right  ought  to  enter  into  the  said  messuages,  clause conuined 
&c.,  for  the  convenient  and  wholesome  use,  occupation,  Kttiing  all  dif. 
and  enjoyment  thereof:   yet,  the  defendants,  well  know-  J^i^Srarile  be- 
ing the  premises,  but  contriving,  &c.,  to  injure,  prejudice,  tween  the  Com- 

1  .        •  •  .  T    pany  and  the 

and  aggrieve  the  plaintiffs  m  their  reversionary  estate  and  owners  or  occu« 
interest  of  and  in  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  while  the  said  unds^wMch 
messuages,  &c.,  were  so  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  «*»o«*<i  *>«  ^'^«n» 

^^     '         '  *  *  used,  damaged, 

the  said  James  Woodhead  and  John  Woodhead  as  tenants  or  injuriously 
thereof  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  while  the  plaintiffs  were  so  in-  execution  of 
terested  therein  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  on  divers  ™ers  granted 

by  the  act,  and 
lor  the  payment  of  satisfaction  or  compensation,  as  well  for  damages  already  sustained,  as  for 
foture  temporary,  or  perpetual,  or  any  recurring  damages : — Heidi  that  the  Company  were 
liable,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  to  the  reversioner  of  a  house  erected  before  the  30th  November, 
ISSS,  and  not  specified  in  the  schedule,  for  damage  don?  to  it  by  the  obstruction  of  its  lighta 
by  a  railway  station  erected  by  the  Company  under  the  act,  and  by  the  dust,  &c.,  drifted 
from  the  sution  and  embankment  into  the  house ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  come 
in  under  the  compensation  clause. 
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Rrek,  of  Pleat,  other  days  and  times,  fee,  wrongfully  and  unjustly,  without 

-  the  leave  or  license  and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Turner  erected  and  built  a  certain  railway  station,  wall,  and  em- 

SuiFFiiLD  bankmeut,  in  and  upon  the  said  land  in  possession  of  the 

AND 

RoTHCRHAif  defendants  as  aforesaid,  and  near  to  the  said  messuages, 
Railway  Co.  g^^ ^  ^^^  wrongfully  and  injuriously  kept  and  continued 
the  said  railway  station,  wall,  and  embankment  for  a 
long  time,  to  wit,  &c.,  by  means  of  which  said  seTeral 
premises  the  light  and  air,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
were  and  still  are  hindered  and  prevented  firom  coming 
and  entering  into  and  through  the  said  windows,  or  any  of 
them,  into  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  and  the  same  have 
thereby  been  rendered  and  are  dark,  close,  uncomfortable, 
and  unwholesome,  and  less  fit  and  commodious  for  the 
purpose  of  manufacturing  starch  therein,  and  for  the  other 
purposes  for  which  the  same  had  been  heretofore  used; 
and  also,  by  means  of  the  premises,  divers  large  quanti- 
ties of  earth,  soil,  dust,  and  dirt  were,  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid,  and  continue  to  be  carried,  drifted,  blown, 
scattered,  and  spread  from  and  off  the  said  railway  station, 
wall,  and  embankment,  so  erected  by  the  defendants  as 
aforesaid,  against,  into,  and  through  the  said  windows,  and 
into  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  and  into  and  amongst  the 
fixtures,  implements,  and  effects  therein ;  and  thereby  the 
said  messuages,  &c.,  fixtures,  implements,  and  effects  be- 
came and  were  rendered  dirty,  foul,  and  clogged  up,  so 
that  the  same  became  and  were  less  fit  and  commodious 
for  the  said  purpose  of  manufacturing  starch  therein  and 
therewith,  and  for  the  other  purposes  to  which  the  same 
had  been  heretofore  used ;  by  means  of  which  said  several 
premises,  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  became  and  were  and 
are  greatly  deteriorated  in  value,  and  the  plaintiffs  have 
been  and  are  greatly  damnified,  fee,  in  their  reversionary 
estate,  &c. 

Pleas,   first,  not   guilty;   secondly,  as   to  so   much  of 
'  the  declaration  as  relates  to  the  alleged  hindrance  and 
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TURMSE 

V. 

Shf.ppield 

AND 

rotherham 
Railway  Co. 


prevention,  by  the  means  therein  mentioned,  of  the  light  Enh,  of  putu, 
and  air  from  coming  and  entering  into  and  through  the 
said  windows,  &c.,  and  as  to  the  supposed  causes  of  action 
in  respect  thereof,  that  they  the  defendants,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  grievances 
were,  and  still  are  the  body  corporate  mentioned  in  a  cer- 
tain act  of  Parliament,  made  and  passed  in  the  7  Will.  4, 
intituled  '*  An  Act  for  making  a  Railway  from  ShefSeld  to 
Botherham,'^  &;c.,  and  also  in  a  certain  other  act  of  Parlia* 
ment,  made  and  passed  in  the  3  Vict.,  intitided  ''An  Act 
to  enable  the  Sheffield  and  Botherham  Railway  Company 
to  raise  a  further  sum  of  Money,  and  to  amend  the  Act 
relating  to  the  said  Railway/'  And  the  defendants  further 
Say,  that  the  said  land  so  in  the  possession  of  the  defend* 
ants  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  grievances 
to  which  this  plea  is  pleaded,  and  still  is,  land  purchased  by 
the  defendants  after  the  passing  of  the  said  first-men- 
tioned act  of  Parliament,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  and 
provisions  therein  contained,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
aind  providing  a  certain  station,  warehouses,  and  other 
buildings  and  conveniences  for  receiving,  depositing,  load- 
ing, and  keeping  goods,  matters,  and  things  conveyed  and 
intended  to  be  conveyed  upon  the  said  railway  in  the  said 
act  mentioned,  and  for  other  purposes  connected  with  the 
undertaking  thereby  authorized.  And  the  defendants 
further  say,  that  the  said  railway  station,  wall,  and  em- 
bankment in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were  so  erected, 
made,  and  built  in  and  upon  the  said  land  as  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  and  so  kept  and  continued  by  the  de- 
fendants, as  therein  mentioned^  in  the  bonft  fide  execution 
of  the  powers  by  the  said  first-mentioned  act  granted,  and 
for  the  purposes  and  according  to  the  provisions  and  re- 
strictions of  the  same  act,  the  said  railway  station,  wall, 
tod  embankment  having  been  respectively  adjudged  re- 
quisite, and  having  been  constructed  and  made  by  the 
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Ejreh.  o/Pietu,  defendants  under  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  said 

'  ^  act^  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  certain  station  and 

Turner  yard^  buildings,  and  conveniences  for  the  purposes  of  the 

Shsffibld  said  undertaking,  to  wit,  at  Rotherham  aforesaid,  at  the 

AMD 

RoTusRHAM    termination  of  the  said  railway  there,  they  the  defendants 
Railway  Co.   ^.j^^j^  doing  as  little  damage  as  might  be  in  that  behalf. — 

Verification. 

There  was  also  a  similar  plea  to  the  residue  of  the  de- 
claration. 

Replication  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  that  the  said 
messuages,  &;c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned  are  houses 
and  buildings  which  were  erected  before  the  80th  day  of 
November,  1835,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  that  the  said  several 
grievances  in  the  plea  mentioned  were  committed  by  the 
defendants,  and  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  were  thereby  so  in- 
jured  and  damaged  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintiffs,  so  being  owners  of  the 
said  several  messuages,  &c.,  as  in  the  declaration  menticmedj 
and  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  any  other  person  in- 
terested  in  the  sa^d  messuages,  &c. ;  and  that  the  said  mes- 
suages, &c.,  were  not,  nor  are  nor  were,  nor  are  any  of  them 
or  any  part  thereof,  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to 
the  said  act  of  Parliament  of  the  7  Will.  4,  and  that  the 
omission  of  the  said  messuages,  &c.,  from  the  said  schedule 
did  not  proceed  from  mistake. — Verification. 

General  demurrers,  and  joinders  in  demurrer. 

The  following  point  was  marked  for  argument  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants : — That  the  railway  station,  wall,  and 
embankment  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  having  been 
(as  is  admitted  upon  the  pleadings)  erected  in  the  bonA 
fide  execution  of  the  powers  of  the  defendants'  act  of  Par- 
liament, the  defendants  are  protected  by  such  act,  and 
particularly  by  the  5th  section  thereof,  from  being  sued  at 
law  in  respect  of  such  erection ;  and  further,  that  the  20th 
section  of  the  said  act  does  not  extend  or  apply  to  iiguiy 
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or  damage  of  the  description  and  character  of  that  alleged  Bxch.  of  PUat, 
in  the  declaration. 

The  case  ivas  argued  on  a  former  day  in  these  sittings 
(June  22)  by 


W,  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  com- 
pany are  not  liable  in  this  action.  The  question  depends 
upon  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  20th  section  of  the 
act  of  Parliament^  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  cix,  which  provides,  that 
nothing  in  the  act  contained  shall  authorize  the  company 
to  take,  if^fure,  or  damage,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  any 
house  or  building  which  was  erected  on  or  before  the  80th 
November,  1835,  or  any  land  then  set  apart  and  used  as 
a  garden,  &c.,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  owner 
or  other  person  interested  therein,  other  than  such  as  are 
specified  in  the  schedule,  unless  the  omission  therefrom 
proceeded  from  mistake,  &c.  The  words  "  injure  or  da- 
T^^^"  ^  this  clause,  have  reference  to  injury  or  damage 
done  in  the  course  of  taking  or  using  land,  &c.,  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  the  railway.  The  clause  imme- 
diately follows  those  by  which  the  compulsory  powers  of  en- 
tering upon  and  taking  land  are  vested  in  the  company,  and 
operates  as  a  proviso  on  and  limitation  of  those  powers. 
The  plaintiffs  should  have  claimed  compensation  under 
the  85th  section,  which  contains  provisions  for  the  settling 
all  differences  which  may  arise  between  the  company  and 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  any  lands  which  shall  be  taken, 
used,  damaged,  or  it^furiously  affected  by  the  execution  of 
any  of  the  powers  thereby  granted,  and  for  the  payment  of 
satisfaction  or  compensation,  as  well  for  damages  already 
sustained  as  for  future  temporary  or  perpetual,  or  any  re- 
curring damages.  Different  words  being  used  in  the  two 
clauses,  it  must  be  supposed  that  they  are  employed  in  dif- 
ferent senses;  and  the  words  '^ injuriously  affected^' are 
larger  in  their  meaning  than  those  of  the  20th  section. 
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BxeK  of  Phatf  and  comprise  injury  of  every  description,  whether  donif 
>  in  the  taking  of  the  land  or  not.  The  5th  section 
Turner  gives  the  general  power  to  enter  upon,  survey,  and  take 
Sbkffibld  lands,  and  to  do  certain  acts  thereon,  and  on  any  lands  ad- 
RoTBBRH^ic  joining  thereto,  necessary  for  making,  &c.,  the  railway  and 
Railway  Co.  ^orks,  '*  making  satisfaction  in  manner  hereinafter  men- 
tioned to  all  persons  interested  in  any  lands  which  shall 
be  taken,  used,  or  injured^  for  all  damages  to  be  by  them 
sustained  in  or  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  any  of  the 
powers  thereby  granted/'  Sect.  20  uses  the  like  words — 
''to  take,  injure,  or  damage,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act'' 
In  Rex  V.  Pease  (a),  where,  under  an  act  authorising  a  com- 
pany to  make  a  railway  between  certain  points,  according 
to  a  plan  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  firom  which 
they  were  not  to  deviate  more  than  100  yards,  and  to  use 
locomotive  engines  thereon,  the  railway  was  made  parallel 
and  adjacent  to  an  ancient  highway,  and  in  some  places 
came  within  five  yards  of  it;  on  indictment  against  the 
company  for  a  nuisance  to  the  highway,  by  frightening  the 
horses  of  persons  passing  along  it,  &c.,  it  was  held,  that 
this  interference  with  the  rights  of  the  public  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  contemplated  and  sanctioned  by  the 
legislature,  since  the  words  authorizing  the  use  of  engines 
were  unqualified,  and  therefore  that  the  company  were  not 
liable  to  indictment.  So  here,  the  act  of  Parliament  hav- 
ing given  the  company  an  unqualified  authority  to  make 
these  erections,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that,  by 
reason  of  the  public  benefit  arising  from  the  railway,  the 
company  are  protected  from  actions  or  indictments,  and 
that  the  only  remedy  of  parties  whose  property  is  thus 
aficcted  is  under  the  compensation  clause.  The  case  of 
jR^^.  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  on  the  proseeu* 
turn  of  Collingridge  {b),  is  a  strong  authority  in  favour  of 
the  defendants.     By  one  of  the  clauses  of  their  act  (6  &  7 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  30  ;  1  Nev.  &  M.  COO.  (6)  1  G.  &  D.  589. 
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Will.  4,  c.  cvi,  8.  9),  that  company  were  empowered  to  B*ck.  •/  PUasi 
itiise  or  lower  roads,  making  satisfaction  in  manner  there-  ..  ^  ^ 
inafter  mentioned  to  all  persons  interested  in  any  lands  Turner 
which  should  be  taken,  used,  or  injured,  for  all  damages*  Shbpfivld 
Then  another  clause  (sect.  29),  "for  settling  all  diflFer-  roth«rh\m 
ences  which  might  arise  between  the  company  and  per-  Railway  Co. 
sons  interested  in  any  lands  which  should  or  might  be 
taken,  used,  damaged,  or  injuriously  affected  by  the  execu- 
tion of  the  act,''  contained  provisions  for  the  summoning 
of  a  jury  to  inquire  into  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  way  of 
satisfaction  for  damages,  to  be  assessed  "  separately  fronf 
the  value  of  the  land  so  to  be  taken  or  used  as  aforesaid :'' 
and  it  was  held,  that  although  the  directions  of  this  section 
applied  in  terms  to  compensation  for  such  land  only  as 
should  be  taken,  and  to  the  ulterior  damage  consequent  oa 
such  taking,  yet  the  clause  extended  also  to  a  case  where 
the  land  of  a  party  had  not  been  taken,  but  had  been  in-> 
juriously  affected  by  the  lowering  of  a  road  in  front  of  it, 
whereby  the  access  to  it  was  impeded.  In  that  case  da-> 
mage  similar  in  its  nature  to  the  present,  and  done  to  land 
hot  inserted  in  the  schedule,  was  held  to  be  within  the 
terms  of  a  similar  compensation  clause.  And  it  is  bene- 
ficial to  both  parties  that  it  should  be  so.  If  an  action  be 
maintainable,  this  erection  must  be  abated  altogether,  al- 
though declared  by  the  act  to  be  a  public  benefit.  AH 
parties  have  notice,  by  the  depositing  of  the  plan,  and  the 
advertisements  in  the  Gazette,  of  the  intended  line  of  the 
railway,  and  whether  their  houses  are  likely  to  be  affected 
by  the  use  of  it ;  and  the  compensation  clause  gives  them 
a  permanent  and  complete  remedy.  The  legislature  has 
declared  this  railway  to  be,  when  finished,  a  public  high* 
uHxy:  can  it  then  be  liable  to  be  pulled  to  pieces  for  having 
injuriously  affected  some  land  lying  in  the  neighbourhood^ 
where,  perhaps,  such  injury  could  not  by  possibility  be 
foreseen, — as,  for  example,  in  the  case  of  a  well  corrupted 
or  dried  up  by  the  construction  of  the  line?    It  is  a  most 
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Bxeh.  of  PUoi,  important  question  to  railway  companies^  sinoCj  if  the  action 

^     ^'  ^    be  maintainable^  there  is  no  limit  to  such  actions  until  the 

TuBNKft      railway  be  discontinued ;  nay,  the  party  may  himaelf  enter 

Sheppibld     and  abate  the  alleged  nuisance,  by  pulling  down  the  station 

RoTHBftHAic    ^^^  embankment,  and  altogether  destroying  the  railway. 

Railway  Co.   'W'ith  respect  to  the  injury  by  the  drifting  of  the  dust,  thai 

cannot,  at  all  events,  be  actionable,  unless  it  be  caused  by 

negligence  in  the  construction  of  the  works ;  not  for  the 

mere  drifting  or  blowing  of  sand  in  dry  weather,  which  is 

necessarily  incident  to  the  use  of  the  railway :  TkaiervU 

V.  Stamp  {a),  Vcmghan  v.  Menlove  {b). 

Crompton,  contra. — The  question  arising  on  both  the 
pleas  is  precisely  the  same;  the  complaint,  as  to  both 
these  matters,  is  of  a  construction  of  the  defendants'  works, 
whereby  injury  is  done  to  the  freehold  of  the  house,  so  as 
to  affect  the  reversioner.  It  is  altogether  a  question  as  to 
the  proper  construction  of  the  20th  section,  and  it  clearfy 
cannot  be  a  case  within  the  compensation  clause,  unless  by 
section  20  the  company  were  authorised  to  do  this  act 
It  is  an  established  rule,  that  private  acts  of  Parliament  of 
this  kind  are  in  the  nature  of  contracts  with  the  public^ 
and  are  to  be  construed  most  strongly  as  against  the  con- 
tracting party  whose  words  they  are.  And  it  is  submitted 
that  the  true  construction  is,  that  with  respect  to  the  £»- 
voured  cases  excepted  in  section  20,  the  parties  injured  ara 
left  to  their  common-law  remedy  by  action.  Such  is  the 
grammatical  construction  of  the  words,  and  why  are  they  to 
be  restrained  as  against  the  parties  using  them  ?  How  can 
it  be  said  that  it  is  not  an  injvry  to  the  plaintiffs'  house? 
It  is  averred  in  the  declaration,  and  that  is  confessed  by 
the  demurrer,  to  be  a  permanent  injury,  i.  e.  to  the  rever- 
sion. With  respect  to  the  argument  ab  inconvenienti, 
that  applies  equally  against  the  company.      Suppose  in 

(a)  1  Salk.  13.  (6)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  468 ;  4  Scott,  244. 


\ 
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the  course  of  their  operations  a  well  were  tapped  at  a  dis-  ^^*-  rf  ^''«»» 
tance  of  two  miles,  which  was  not  discovered  until  after    >      y  *  ^ 
the  lapse  of  the  six  months ;  in  that  case  the  remedy  is      Turn«r 
lost   altogether,  if  it  be  only  within  the  compensation     Sbbffisld 

AND 

clause.  This,  however,  is  purely  a  question  of  coMtructian,  Rothkrham 
and  is  not  to  be  tried  by  a  balance  of  inconveniences.  **^**'^^^  ^*** 
It  is  a  special  exception  in  favour  of  this  particular  class 
of  houses,  for  the  very  object  of  leaving  the  owners  to  the 
exercise  of  their  common-law  rights.  The  20th  section  is 
not  merely  a  restriction  on  the  deviation  clauses,  but  is  a 
prohibition  of  any  taking,  injuring,  or  damaging  the 
houses,  &c.,  therein  specified,  for  any  of  the  purposes  of 
the  act ;  and  if  such  injury  is  prohibited,  it  is  clear  that  the 
compensation  clauses  do  not  apply,  as  they  can  only  be 
applicable  to  the  cases  where  the  act  contemplates  that 
such  injury  is  to  be  committed.  The  case  is  brought  by 
the  replication  within  the  precise  terms  of  the  20th  sec- 
tion. Is  it  an  injury  to  the  premises  ?  That  is  distinctly 
admitted,  as  the  gist  of  the  action  is  such  an  injury  to 
the  premises  as  to  affect  the  reversion.  Is  it  an  injury  to 
premises  excepted  ?  All  buildings  erected  before  the  80th 
November,  1835,  are  excepted,  and  these  were  built  before 
that  date.  And  how  can  the  Court  decide  against  the 
replication,  without  repealing  that  exception  ? 

Watson,  in  reply. — Compensation  clauses,  in  acts  of  this 
nature,  have  always  been  largely  construed :  as,  for  ex- 
ample, in  the  cases  relating  to  the  Hungerford  Market  (a). 
Here  the  legislature  must  have  contemplated  that  this  rail- 
way would  pass  through  a  town,  and  would  necessarily  do 
some  injury  of  this  nature,  which  ought  to  be  com- 
pensated. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


(a)  Ex  parte  FarloWf  2  B.  &      Market  Company,  4  B.  &  Adol. 
Adol.  341  ;   Rex  ▼.  Hungerford      592;  1  Nev.  &  M.  404. 
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Ejrek.  iff  pteat.      The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliTered  by 
1842. 


Pabke^  B. — The  question  raised  by  the  pleadings  in  this 

Sbsfpibld     case  is,  whether  the  defendants  were  authorized  by  their 

AMD         j^^^  ^  constructing  their  railway  station,  to  erect  a  station 

Bailwat  Co.   and  embankment  so  near  to  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  as 

to  obstruct  its  lights,  and  cause  damage  to  it  by  the  dust 

and  dirt  drifted  from  it,  such  house  having  been  erected 

before  the  30th  November,  1835,  the  house  not  having 

been  specified  in  the  schedule,  nor  omitted  therefirom  by 

mistake,  and  no  consent  in  writing  to  the  construction  of 

the  station  or  embankment  having  been  obtained  firom  the 

plaintiff,  or  any  other  person  interested  in  the  house.    We 

think  the  defendants  were  not  authorized,  and  that  the 

plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

The  question  turns  on  the  20th  section  of  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  cix.  [His  Lordship  read  it.]  Adopting  the 
ordinary  grammatical  construction  of  the  clause^  the  com- 
pany could  neither  take  the  house  in  question,  nor  do  any 
act  by  which  it  should  be  injured  or  damaged ;  and  such 
construction  certainly  ought  to  prevail,  unless  it  lead  to 
an  absurdity,  or  be  manifestly  repugnant  to  the  intention 
of  the  legislature,  as  collected  from  the  context,  in  which 
case  the  language  may  be  modified  so  as  to  obviate  such 
absurdity,  or  cure  such  repugnance.  The  argument, 
which  brought  before  us  all  the  material  clauses  of  the  act, 
and  pointed  out  some  inconveniences  arising  from  con* 
struing  the  proviso  according  to  the  ordinary  sense  of  its 
words,  has  failed  to  convince  us  that  this  construction 
is  repugnant  to  the  rest  of  the  act,  or  that  any  absurdity 
would  follow  if  it  were  adopted. 

There  is  no  doubt  some  inconvenience  to  the  company, 
in  their  being  exposed  to  actions  for  unforeseen  conse- 
quential damages  arising  from  their  acts  to  houses,  build- 
ings, gardens,  &c.,  not  comprised  within  the  schedule,  as 
by  stopping  springs  communicating  with  them,  or  the 
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like :  and  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  such  inconve-  Etch,  of  PUas^ 
nience  may  not  afford  a  ground,  in  those  cases  where  the 
damage  could  not  be  foreseen,  for  limiting  the  general  ex- 
pression, and  exempting  the  company  from  liability  to  an 
action,  leaving  to  the  party  injured  his  right  to  compensa- 
tion for  the  damage  sustained.  On  that  point,  however, 
we  pronounce  no  judgment.  But  in  such  a  case  as  this,  in 
which  the  damage  could  have  been  foreseen  when  the 
station  and  embankment  were  made,  we  see  no  reason  to 
qualify  the  words  of  the  clause,  and  consequently  the  com- 
pany are  liable  to  au  action  for  damaging  the  house  in 
question,  by  reason  of  the  obstructing  of  its  lights,  and  the 
nuisance  to  it  by  dust  and  dirt  from  the  erecting  of  the 
station  and  embankment  so  near  to  it.  As  this  house  was 
erected  before  30th  November,  1835,  the  company  ought 
to  have  considered,  before  the  act  was  passed,  whether  the 
construction  of  any  of  these  works  would  be  injurious  to 
it,  and  caused  it  to  be  inserted  in  the  schedule ;  and  if  that 
had  been  done,  the  owner  of  the  house  would  have  been 
put  on  his  guard,  and  might  have  opposed  the  passing  of 
the  act.  It  was  the  fault  of  the  company  to  omit  it,  and 
they  must  suffer  for  the  omission ;  and  as  they  cannot  now 
be  permitted  to  purchase  the  house  directly  without  the 
owner's  consent,  so  they  cannot  be  allowed  to  buy  it  indi- 
rectly, by  causing  its  lights  to  be  obstructed,  and  then 
leaving  the  owner  to  receive  compensation  under  the  act. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Bxeh.  of  Ptet, 
1842. 

^""T^T^  Wentwoeth  v.  OuTHWAiTB  and  Others. 

H.  ft  Ca,  of      Trover  bv  the  sheriff  of  Yorkshire  for  twenty  mats  of 

HulU  iM^ing  ' 

•old  to  w.,  of    flax.    Pleas,  not  guilty  and  not  possessed ;  on  which  issues 

r  K"^  were  joined. 

twenty  mau  of       ^t  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last  Spring  Assiies 

flax,  they  were,  '       '  r    -o 

on  the  lOth  of  at  York,  it  appeared  that  on  the  10th  of  Augost,  1841, 
nUway  to''  Messrs.  Hill  &  Co.  of  Hull,  having  sold  to  a  Mr.  Weatherall, 
ri^cd*it*the  de.  ^^  Mickley  Mills,  a  place  about  thirty  miles  from  Leeds, 
fendanu'  wr-  twenty  mats  of  flax,  they  were  forwarded  by  railway  to  Leeds, 
where  it  was  and  duly  arrived  at  the  warehouse  of  the  defendants  (who 
the  d^efendanu  &^  Carriers)  at  that  town;  and  on  the  16th  of  Aogust, 
ffoodr»ent  for  Wcathcrall  sent  his  cart  there  and  took  away  ten  of  the 
w^  and  to        mats.     It  appeared  that  the  warehouse  was  a  large  shed  at 

giTe  him  notice  <■  .1  .  ▼<■•■«• 

of  their  arriTai,  or  near  the  railway  termmus  at  Leeds,  and  that  it  was  the 

Knd  hu  ^ts*  custom  for  the  defendants  to  give  notice  of  the  arrival  of 

*h'  ^\s±  f  ^^  goods  at  their  warehouse  to  "Weatherall,  who  sent  his  wag- 

Aagott,  w.  gons  or  carts  for  them,  and  carried  them  to  Mickley  Milb. 

and  took  away  Ou  the  18th  of  August,  there  was  another  sale  by  Hill 

On  JhVisth  o?"  ^  Co.  to  Weatherall  of  20  other  mats  of  flax,  and  a  quan- 

Augutt.  H.  &  tity  of  other  goods.    The  flax  was  sent  by  railway  to  Leeds, 

CyO.  told  to  W> 

twenty  other      and  duly  arrived  at  the  defendants'  warehouse,  and  the 

matt  of  flax, 
and  a  quantity 

of  other  goodt.  The  flax  wat  sent  hy  railway  to  Leeds,  and  arrired  duly  at  the  defrniiiti' 
warehouse  ;  the  other  goods  were  sent  hy  sloop  to  Boroughbridge.  On  the  arriTal  of  this 
flax  at  the  defendants*  waretiouse,  notice  was  given  to  W.  by  letter,  which  stated  that  mlcM  the 
goodt  were  sent  for,  they  would  remain  there  at  warehouse  rents.  On  the  S3rd  of  Angmt,  W. 
sent  hit  cart  and  took  away  ten  of  the  latter  mats,  and  left  there  ten  of  the  mata  last  arat,  and 
ten  of  the  former.  On  the  8th  of  September,  W.  having  become  insolvent,  the  goods  which  had 
been  thipped  for  Boroughbridge  were  ttopped  in  transitu  at  Hull ;  and  on  the  same  day  the 
ten  mats  of  flax  of  the  second  parcel  were  also  stopped  at  Leeds  by  H.  ft  Co.  On  the  11th 
September  the  sheriff' entered,  and  seized  all  the  flax  in  the  defendants'  warehouse  sent  by  H.  ft 
Co.,  under  sn  execution  against  W.  On  the  15th  of  September,  there  was  also  a  stoppage  by 
H.  ft  Ca  of  the  remaining  ten  mats  of  the  first  parcel.  It  was  found  by  the  jury  at  the  trial^ 
that  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  goods  were  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  manufacture  at 
Mickley  Mills: — Held,  under  the  above  circumstances,  that  the  transitus  was  at  an  end  oq  the 
arrival  of  the  goods  at  the  defendants'  warehouse. 

Heid,  also,  that  the  stoppage  of  the  goods  which  had  been  shipped  to  go  to  BoronglAri^Kt 
had  not  the  efl^ect  of  revesting  the  property  in  the  parcel  of  flax  which  had  been  aent  to  the 
defendants'  warehouse  at  Leeds,  although  comprised  in  one  joint  contract  with  the  other  good*. 

SembUf  Lord  Jbinger,  C.  B.,  dwentiente,  that  the  effect  of  a  stoppage  in  transitu  b  not 
to  rescind  the  contract,  but  only  to  replace  the  vendor  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  had  not 
parted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods. 

Held,  that,  at  all  evenu,  the  vendor  had  no  right  to  retake  that  part  wMch  had  arrived  at 
its  journey's  end. 
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other  goods  were  sent  by  sloop  to  Boroughbridge.     On  the  Bxek,  rf  PUas, 
arrival  of  the  difiPerent  parcels  of  flax  at  the  defendants'  '  ^ 

warehouse,  notice  was  given  to  Weatherall  by  letter,  which  Wentworth 
stated,  that  unless  the  goods  were  sent  for,  they  would  re-  Outhwaitb. 
main  there  at  warehouse  rents.  No  rent  was  however 
charged  to  or  paid  by  Weatherall.  On  the  23rd  of  August, 
Weatherall  sent  his  waggon  and  took  away  ten  of  the  latter 
mats,  and  left  there  ten  of  the  mats  last  sent  and  ten  of  the 
former.  Previously  to  the  8th  of  September  Weatherall 
became  bankrupt,  and  on  that  day,  the  goods  which  had 
been  shipped  for  Boroughbridge  were  stopped  in  transitu 
on  board  the  sloop  at  Hull.  On  the  same  day  the  ten  mats 
of  the  second  parcel  were  also  stopped  at  Leeds.  On  the 
11th  of  September,  the  sheriff  entered  and  seized  all  the 
flax  in  the  defendants'  warehouse  sent  by  Hill  &  Co.,  under 
an  execution  against  Weatherall  at  the  suit  of  Terry  &  Co., 
but  the  ofiGlcers  saw  only  the  ten  mats  last  sent.  The  de- 
fendants agreed  to  hold  them  for  the  sheriff,  on  an  indem- 
nity being  given.  On  the  15th  of  September,  there  was  a 
stoppage  by  Hill  &  Co.  of  the  remaining  ten  mats  of  the 
first  parcel. 

The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  Hill  &  Co.  had  a 
right  to  stop  the  goods,  on  the  ground  that  the  transitus 
was  not  at  an  end  upon  their  arrival  at  the  defendants' 
warehouse.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  it  was 
at  an  end,  and  that  the  defendants'  warehouse  was  con- 
structively the  warehouse  of  Weatherall  himself.  The 
jury,  in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  learned  Judge, 
found  that  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  flax  was  to 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  manufacture  at  Mickley  Mills. 
His  Lordship  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  reserving  the  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of 
this  Court.  The  jury  having  accordingly  found  a  verdict 
fi^r  the  plaintiff,  Baines,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a 
rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered ; 
against  which  rule 

VOL.  X.  GO  M.  w. 
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Exek,  of  Pleat,  Dundoi  and  (Jrompton,  in  Trinity  Term  (May  28),  shewed 
'  ^  cause.  First,  the  transitos  was  at  an  end  on  the  arrind 
wbntworth  of  the  goods  at  the  defendants'  warehouse  at  Leeds*  That 
OuTHWAiTi.  was  constructiyely  the  warehouse  of  Weatherall  himself; 
the  goods  were  kept  there  for  him,  and  if  he  did  msi 
send  for  them  upon  notice  of  their  arriral,  he  was  to  pay 
warehouse  rent  The  cases  on  this  subject  are  collected 
in  the  note  to  lAckbarrow  v.  Mason,  in  Smith's  Leading 
Cases  (a),  and  there  the  rule  derived  from  all  the  cases  ii 
stated  to  be  "  that  the  goods  are  in  transitu  so  long  as 
they  are  in  the  hands  of  the  carrier  as  such,  whether  he 
was  or  was  not  appointed  by  the  consignee,  and  also  so  long 
as  they  remain  in  any  place  of  deposit  connected  with 
their  transmission.  But  that,  if  after  their  arrival  at  their 
place  of  destination,  they  be  warehoused  with  the  carrier, 
whose  store  the  vendee  uses  as  his  own,  or  if  they  be  ware- 
housed with  the  vendor  himself^  and  rent  be  paid  to  him 
for  them,  that  puts  an  end  to  the  right  to  stop  in  tran« 
situ.''  For  this  position  the  author  cites  numerous  au* 
thorities,  and  amongst  others  Allan  v.  Gripper  {b),  and 
Richardson  v.  Goss  (c).  In  the  former  case,  Bayky,  B.,  in 
giving  his  judgment,  cites  Foster  v.  Frampton{d),  and 
says,  ''it  was  there  decided  that  when  a  vendee,  for  his 
own  convenience,  had  desired  the  carrier  to  let  the  goods 
remain  in  the  carrier's  warehouse  until  he  should  receive 
further  directions,  the  transitus  was  to  be  considered  at 
an  end,  and  the  vendor  was  not  entitled  to  stop  in  transitu 
on  the  insolvency  of  the  vendee."  And  in  Bichardsom 
V.  Goss,  where  A.  shipped  goods  to  London  to  the  order 
of  B.,  but  before  their  arrival,  B.  became  in  insolvent 
circumstances ;  the  goods,  however,  arrived  at  the  wharf 
of  C,  where  goods  shipped  for  B.  were  usuaUy  landed, 
and  kept  till  sent  for   by  him,   the  Court   appears  to 

(a)  Pages  431—435.  (d)  6  B.  &  Cr.  107  ;  2  D.  &R. 

(6)  2C.&J.218;  2Tyrw.217.      108. 
(c)  3  Bob.  &  Pull.  127. 
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have  been  of  opinion  that  the  goods  were  no  longer  in  Erck.  of  putu, 

transitu  when  they  arrived  at  C/s  wharf^  where  they     v   ^      . 

were  usually  landed  and  kept.     In  the  present  case^  the   Wentworth 

goods  having  been  transmitted  by  railroad  to  Leeds^  ar-    outhwaitb. 

rived  at  the  defendants'  warehouse,  where  they  were  kept 

for  the  consignee,  and  it  was  for  his  convenience  that 

the  delivery  to  him  was  postponed.    That  brings  the  case 

clearly  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Foster 

V.  F)ramptan{a).     He  there  says,  ''Where  a  man  orders 

goods  to  be  delivered  at  a  particular  place,  the  transitus 

continues  until  they  are  delivered  to  the  consignee  at  that 

place;  but  that  must  be  understood  of  a  delivery  in  the 

ordinary  course  of  business ;  for  if  the  consignee,  before 

the  goods  reach  their  ultimate  destination,  postpones  the 

delivery,  or  does  any  act  which  is  equivalent  to  taking 

actual  possession  of  them,  the  transitus  is  at  an  end.'' 

And  Hobroyd,  J.,  there  puts  this  very  case.     He  says, 

''The  transit  of  the  goods  was  at  an  end  by  the  act  of 

the  consignee's  treating  the  goods  as  his  own  property, 

taking  part  to  his  own  premises,  and  directing  the  other 

part  to  remain  in  the  warehouse  of  the  carrier.   From  that 

moment  the  latter  ceased  to  be  a  carrier,  and  became  a 

mere  bailee."     The  judgment  of  lAttledale,  J.,  is  to  the 

same  eflFect.      The  present  is  even   a  stronger  case,  for 

there  the  consignee  only  took    samples,   whereas  here 

half  of  each  parcel  was  taken.     In  Rowe  v.  PicJtford  (i),  a 

trader  in  London  was  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  goods  at 

Manchester,  and  exporting  them  to  the  continent  soon 

after  their  arriyal  in  London.    The  goods  so  consigned  to 

him  remained  in  the  waggon-ofBce  of  the  defendants,  who 

were  carriers,  until  they  were  removed  by  his  agent  for 

the  purpose  of  being  shipped.     A  consignment  of  goods 

for  the  trader  was  delivered  to  the  defendants  on  the  9th 

and  12th  of  August.    On  the  14th  and  17th  the  goods 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  108.  {h)  8  Taunt.  83 ;  1  Moore,  526. 
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Exch,  qfPUat,  arrived  at  the  waggon-office  of  the  defendants;  on  the 
'  ^  16th  or  17th  the  trader  became  bankrupt,  and  on  the  19th 
Wbntworth  notice  of  non-delivery  to  the  bankrupt  was  givtn  by  the 
OvTHWAm.  consignor  to  the  defendants,  who,  according  to  order  on 
the  21  st,  delivered  the  goods  to  a  third  house;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  were  entitled 
to  recover  the  goods  deposited  with  the  defendants,  and 
that  the  right  of  the  consignor  to  stoppage  in  transitu 
ceased  on  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at  the  waggon-office 
of  the  defendants  in  London,  That  case  is  identical  with 
the  present,  except  that  this  is  stronger;  for  there  the 
journey  was  not  at  an  end,  as  the  goods  were  to  go  abroad. 
Unless  something  remains  to  be  done  by  the  carrier,  the 
transitus  is  at  an  end  upon  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at  Ins 
warehouse.  Here  nothing  remained  to  be  done  by  the 
carrier,  for  the  goods  were  not  to  be  forwarded,  but  to  be 
sent  for  by  the  consignee.  He  might  either  have  sold 
them  there,  or  given  them  a  new  destination.  In  James 
v.  Griffin  (a),  Parke,  B.,  says,  *'  The  actual  delivery  to  the 
vendee  or  his  agent,  which  puts  an  end  to  the  transitus 
or  state  of  passage,  may  be  at  the  vendee's  own  warehouse, 
or  at  a  place  which  he  uses  as  his  own,  though  belonging 
to  another,  for  the  deposit  of  goods ;  Scott  v.  Peltii  {b), 
Rawe  V.  Pickford;  or  at  a  place  where  he  means  the 
goods  to  remain,  until  a  fresh  destination  is  communicated 
to  them  by  orders  from  himself;  Dixon  v.  Baldwen  (c);  or 
it  may  be  by  the  vendee's  taking  possession  by  himself 
or  his  agent,  at  some  point  short  of  the  original  intended 
place  of  destination."  It  may  be  said  on  the  other  sid^ 
that  there  was  to  be  a  further  transit  to  Mickley  Mills; 
but  that  was  not  so,  as  the  consignee  was  to  take  them 
there  in  his  own  carts. 

Secondly,  the  consignee  had  in  fact  taken  away  part  of 
the  goods  sold  under  one  entire  contract,  and  there  are 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  6.        (6)  3  B.  &  P.  469.        (c)  5  East,  176. 
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many  authorities  to  shew  that  in  such  case  the  right  to  stop  Bxch.  rfPieat, 

.  o  *  1842 

in  transitu  is  gone.    Thus,  in  Hammond  v.  Anderson  (a),  a  ^  '  ^ 

number  of  bales  of  bacon,  then  lying  at  a  wharf,  having    Wentworth 

been  sold  for  an  entire  sum,  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill  at  two    Outhwaitb. 

months,  an  order  was  given  to  the  wharfinger  to  defiver 

them  to  the  vendee,  who  went  to  the  wharf,  weighed  the 

whole,  and  took  away  several  bales,   and  then  became 

bankrupt,  whereupon  the  vendor,  within  ten  days  firom  the 

time  of  the  sale,  ordered  the  wharfinger  not  to  deliver  the 

remainder.     By  the  custom  of  the  trade,  the  charges  of 

warehousing  were  to  be  paid  by  the  vendor  for  fourteen 

days  after  the  sale.   It  was  held  that  the  vendee  had  taken 

possession  of  the  whole,  and  that  the  vendor  had  no  right 

to  stop  what  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  wharfinger. 

[Parke,  B. — In  this  case  there  was  a  clear  intention  to 

separate  the  part  taken  as  the  cart  would  not  hold  more. 

Alder  Sony's, — The  consignee  takes  away  part  of  the  goods, 

after  he  knows  that  they  are  Ijring  at  his  risk,  and  at  a  rent 

in  the  defendants'  warehouse.]     In  Slubey  v.  Heyward  (i), 

A.  shipped  goods  by  the  order  and  on  the  account  of  B., 
to  be  paid  for  at  a  future  day,  and  bills  of  lading  were 
accordingly  signed  by  the  master  of  the  ship ;  one  of  the 
bills  was  immediately  transmitted  to  B.,  who,  before  the  ar- 
rival of  the  ship  at  the  place  of  destination,  sold  the  goods 
and  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading  to  C.  After  the  arrival  of 
the  ship,  and  a  delivery  of  part  of  the  goods  to  the  agent  of  C, 

B.  became  bankrupt,  without  having  paid  A.  the  price  of 
the  goods ;  and  it  was  held  that  by  this  delivery  the  tran- 
situs  was  at  an  end  as  to  the  whole  of  the  goods.  Belts  v. 
Gibbons  {c)  is  to  the  same  effect.  At  all  events,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  ten  mats,  as  the  sheriff  seized  the 
whole  twenty  mats  before  the  consignors  stopped  the  other 
ten. 

Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  as  another  part  of  the  goods,  which 

(a)  1  N.  R.  69.  (c)  2  Ad.  &  EU.  57;  4  Nev.  & 

(b)  2  H.  Bl.  504.  M.  64. 
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Bjtek.  of  PUn,  were  sent  by  river  navigation  to  Boroaglibridge,  were  stop- 
'  ^     ped  in  due  time^  and  the  whole  was  contained  in  one  joint 
WsMTwoftiB    contract^  it  had  the  effect  of  retdnding  the  contract,  and 
ouTHWAiTB.    revesting  the  property  in  the  whole  in  the  oonaignoir.    But 
that  cannot  be  so ;  the  authorities  are  strong  against  the 
effect  of  the  stoppage  being  to  rescind  the  contract;  and 
even  if  the  stoppage  had  that  effect  in  general^  the  pcrint 
does  not  arise  in  the  present  case,  as  here  the  stoppage  of 
part  of  the  goods  could  at  most  only  have  the  effect  of 
rescinding  the  contract  pro  tanto,  and  revesting  the  pro- 
perty in  the  last-mentioned  portion  of  the  goods. 

Baines,  Martin^  and  Liddell,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
The  rule  is^  that  an  unpaid  vendor  has  always  a  rig^t  to 
stop  the  goods  which  he  has  forwarded  to  the  vendee  under 
a  contract  of  sale^  whilst  they  are  on  their  tranaitus,  in  the 
event  of  the  vendee  becoming  insolvent.  Here  the  twenty 
mats  which  were  stopped  at  Leeds  on  the  8th  of  Septem- 
ber, were  merely  at  the  warehouse  of  the  carriera  on  their 
way  to  the  consignee  at  Mickley  Mills,  the  place  of  their 
ultimate  destination,  and  the  vendor  had  therefore  a  right 
to  stop  them.  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Ids  Treatise  on  Ship- 
ping fa),  states  the  true  principle  applicable  to  these  cases. 
He  there  says,  ^'  Goods  are  deemed  to  be  in  transitu,  not  only 
while  they  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  carrier,  whether 
by  water  or  land,  and  although  such  carrier  may  have  been 
named  and  appointed  by  the  consignee ;  but  also  where 
they  are  in  any  place  of  deposit  connected  with  the  trans* 
mission  and  delivery  of  them,  and  until  they  arrive  at  the 
actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  consignee;,  at  the 
place  named  by  the  buyer  to  the  seller  as  their  destin- 
ation. But  if  the  consignee,  before  the  goods  readi  their 
ultimate  destination,  does  any  act  which  is  equivalent  to 
taking  actual  possession  of  them,  the  transitus  is  at  an 

(a)  Page  464,  6th  edit 
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end"  Here  the  place  contemplated  between  these  parties  Bteh,  of  puas, 
as  the  destination  of  the  goods  was  Mickley  Mills,  and  the  ^  ^  ^ 
vendee  had  done  no  act  equivalent  to  taking  possession  of  Wentworth 
them.  According,  therefore,  to  the  principle  laid  down  quthwaitb. 
by  Lord  Tenterden,  nothing  less  than  an  actual  arrival  at 
the  place  of  destination  would  take  away  the  vendor's  right 
to  stop  the  goods.  In  Stokes  v.  Im  Biviere,  which  is  qnoted 
in  the  argument  in  Bohttingk  v.  IngUs  (a).  Lord  Mansfield 
is  stated  to  have  said,  *^  No  point  is  more  dear,  than  that  if 
goods  are  sold  and  the  price  not  paid,  the  seller  may  stop 
them  in  transitu,  /  mean  in  every  sort  of  paasage  to  the 
hands  of  the  buyers"  Have  these  goods  come  into  the 
actual  possession  of  the  consignee?  Clearly  not.  But 
then  it  is  said  that  they  were  constructively  in  his  pos- 
session, as  he  was  to  send  for  them,  and  they  were 
there  lying  at  a  rent  until  he  did  so.  But  there  was  no- 
thing to  shew  that  any  actual  rent  had  been  agreed  to  be 
paid,  or  ever  was  paid.  The  letter  which  the  defend- 
ants sent  to  the  consignee,  stating  that  unless  the  goods 
were  taken  away,  they  would  remain  at  warehouse  rent, 
did  not  constitute  the  dealing  between  the  parties,  since 
there  was  no  assent  to  it  on  the  part  of  the  consignee ;  and 
the  defendants  made  no  demand  for  rent  when  the  sheriff 
seized  the  goods,  neither  was  it  shewn  that  they  had  ever 
received  any  rent  on  former  dealings  between  them  and 
Weatherall.  It  was  the  practice,  no  doubt,  for  Weatherall 
to  send  his  cart  to  fetch  the  goods  from  Leeds,  but  the 
vendors  knew  nothing  of  that.  The  original  destination 
was  Mickley  Mills,  and  nothing  took  place  subsequently  to 
alter  it.  [Parke,  B. — Would  not  Weatherall  have  been  liable 
for  warehouse  rent  ?]  No ;  it  is  submitted  he  would  not,  as  it 
had  not  been  the  course  of  dealing  between  them.  [Par^6,B. 
— If  firom  the  notice  Weatherall  might  be  liable  to  ware- 
house rent,  the  defendants'  not  insisting  on  it  may  have 

(a)  3  East,  397. 
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MMek.  tf  Pkmt,  been  a  forbearance  to  enforce  the  rigbt,  rather  than  the 

.  ^^^'  ^  absence  of  the  right  itaelf.]  Bat  that  cannot  affect  the 
WsiTTwoRTa  right  to  stop  in  transitu.  In  Marleff  t.  jETiqf  («),  it  was 
OuTBWAiTs.  held  that  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  stqp  in  tranaitn  is 
paramount  to  any  lien  against  the  pordiaaer.  It  was  there 
urged  in  argument^  that  a  wharfinger  had  a  general  lien : 
to  which  Bayley,  }.,  answers,  ''  Not  upon  goodi  which  are 
going  forward  to  another  place  f  and  Ihtrke,  3.,  says, ''  Not 
against  a  party  who  has  a  right  to  stop  in  transitu."  And 
Bayley,  3.,  afterwards  adds,  ''A  wharfinger  can  derive  a 
title  to  a  general  lien  only  by  contract,  but  here  the  plain- 
tiffs claim  paramount  Gkunble  (the  consignee),  the  party 
with  whom  such  contract  must  have  been  made.''  The 
stoppage  was  in  this  case  complete,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  by  Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B.,  in  Gibsam  v.  Gsr- 
ruihers{b).  His  Lordship  there  entered  into  a  complete 
investigation  of  the  law  on  this  subject,  and  although  he 
dissented  from  the  rest  of  the  Court  upon  another  point, 
there  was  no  difference  of  opinion  in  this  respect.  He  goes 
through  all  the  cases,  and  amongst  others  adverts  to  Haiu(m 
V.  Meyer  (c),  and  states  that,  as  far  as  that  decision  goes, 
"  it  is  a  decision  that  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  ven- 
dee can  have  no  property,  as  against  the  vendor,  in  any 
part  of  the  goods  which  have  not  been  actually  delivered, 
or  of  which  the  transitus  has  not  terminated."  And  he 
adds,  that  although  by  the  law  of  England  the  contract  for 
sale,  and  delivery  to  a  carrier,  transfer  the  property  firom 
the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  yet  nevertheless  the  vendee,  if 
insolvent,  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against  the 
vendor  or  his  agent,  if  the  vendor,  before  the  arrival  of  the 
goods  at  their  destination,  take  measures  to  prevent  their 
delivery  to  the  vendee.  The  true  question  in  these  cases 
is,  had  the  goods  arrived  at  the  destination  given  by  the 
vendee  to  the  vendor?  and  here  they  clearly  had  not,  for 

(a)  3  Man.  &  Ry.  396.      (h)  8  M.  &  W.  321.       (c)  6  EmI,  614. 
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Micklej  Mills  was  that  place  of  destination.    Although  it  Bjck,  of  Pleas, 
had  been  the  practice  for  Weatherall  to  send  his  cart  for  ^ 

the  goods,  the  vendors  knew  nothing  of  it.     [Parke,  B.    Wentwobth 
— ^It  did  not  appear  that  the  defendants  ever  sent  the    outhwaitb. 
goods  to  Mickley  Mills.     The  finding  of  the  jury  was, 
that  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  flax  was  to  be 
nsed  at  Mickley  Mills,  but  it  is  not  said  that  that  was 
mentioned  as  the  place  of  destination.]    The  tme  ground  of 
the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  is  that  on  which  it  is  put 
by  Lord  Abinger  in  Gibson  v.  CarrtUhers,  namely,  that  it 
is  no  part  of  the  contract,  but  that  the  law  gives  the  right. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^But  is  it  not  open  to  the  party 
to  shew  the  fact  as  to  where  the  vendee  intended  the  goods 
to  be  brought?  Parke,  B.— -The  ultimate  place  of  destina- 
tion is  that  place  to  which  the  carrier  is  to  carry  the  goods, 
and  where  the  vendee  is  to  receive  them.]     In  Whitehead 
V.  Anderson  (a),  Parke,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  lays  down  the  law  as  clearly  settled,  "  that  the 
unpaid  vendor  has  a  right  to  retake  the  goods  before  they 
have  arrived  at  the  destination  originally  contemplated  by 
the  purchaser,  unless  in  the  meantime  they  have  come  to 
the  actual  or  constructive  possession  of  the  vendee.''     It 
is  admitted,  that  if  it  had  been  communicated  to  the  ven- 
dors that  the  vendee  was  to  send  for  the  goods  to  Leeds, 
that  would  be  the  terminus  of  the  transit,  and  the  place 
of  destination ;  but  it  was  not  so.    The  case  falls  precisely 
within  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  in  James  v.  Grif* 
Jin.  There  Parke,  B.,  says  (A), "  Suppose  the  vendee  to  order 
goods  which  he  purchased  to  be  left  at  an  inn,  which  was 
also  the  receiving  house  of  a  carrier,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  forwarded  to  his  own  residence,  their  intended  place 
of  destination ;  but  from  the  non-disclosure  by  the  vendor 
of  that  purpose,  the  innkeeper  supposed  that  he  was  to 
keep  the  goods  till  the  vendee  came  himself  for  them,  or 

(a)  9  Mce.  &  W.  534.  (c)  Page  635. 
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B*ek.  9f  PUo9t  ordered  them  to  be  smt  ehewhere.    There  k  no  doobty  I 

>  apprehend,  that  notwithttanding  mdi  ignonmee  of  the 

WEMTwoftTs  innkeeper  of  his  real  character,  the  tramitiia  wonld  Bot  be 


OuTHWAJTB.    at  an  end  whilst  the  goods  were  in  the  innkeqw^s 

sion.^'  No  case  can  be  more  iqipKcaUe  to  the  pceient  tiian 
the  case  there  snpposed.  And  Lord^tti^ier,  C  B.,  said(«), 
''that  as  long  as  the  goods  had  not  come  into  the  actual  pot- 
session  of  the  bankrupt,  <nr  to  the  possession  of  some  imme- 
diate agent,  who  was  finally  to  leceire  them  on  hiaaooonnt^ 
the  transitus  still  continued,  and  therefore  it  was  compe- 
tent to  the  vendor  to  stop  them  in  transitu."  The  cases 
of  Foster  y.  Prampton  and  Bowe  ▼.  Pid^ord,  which  have 
been  cited  on  the  other  side,  are  distinguishable.  In  those 
cases  the  consignee  had  no  warehouse,  and  the  goods  were 
not  small  parcels,  but  large  hogsheads,  which  necessarify  re- 
quired a  warehouse  to  receive  them  in.  And  as  was  observed 
of  the  latter  case  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Coates  t.  RmUcm  {b\ 
"  The  vendor  had  sent  the  goods  to  the  place  where  he  was 
directed  by  the  vendee  to  send  them,  and  it  was  then  at 
the  option  of  the  latter  to  send  them  to  any  place  on  the 
continent.  There  was  no  ulterior  place  of  destination 
named  to  the  vendor .''  And  he  adds,  "  The  principle  to 
be  deduced  from  these  cases  is,  that  the  transitus  is  not 
at  an  end  until  the  goods  have  reached  the  place  named  by 
the  buyer  to  the  seller  as  the  place  of  their  destination.'' 
The  jury  here  could  not  have  found  that  the  parties  con- 
templated that  the  goods  were  to  go  to  Mickley  Mills  to 
be  manufactured,  unless  they  thought  that  that  was  the 
place  of  their  destination.  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the  goods 
had  been  put  into  Weatherall's  cart,  and  it  was  convejring 
them  to  Mickley  MiUs  ?]  That  would  fall  within  a  different 
principle ;  there  the  goods  would  have  come  into  the  ac- 
tual possession  of  the  vendee,  which  is  one  of  the  excep- 
tions.    So  in  the  case  of  Hammond  v.  Andersom,  the  vendee 

(a)  Page  636.  (b)  6  B.  &  Cr.  426. 
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had  taken  possession  of  the  whole^  and  the  right  of  stop-  Exeh,  of  Pieas, 
page  was  therefore  gone.  J^ 

Secondly^  it  is  said  there  has  been  a  part  delivery  of  the  Wcntwortm 
goods^  and  that  that  amounted  to  a  taking  possession  of  the  outhwaite. 
whole  by  the  consignee^  whereby  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  was  gone.  But  this  case  is  distinguishable  from 
those  which  have  been  cited  on  the  other  side^  and  even  if 
it  be  not^  the  rule  has  been  of  late  very  much  restricted.  In 
Jones  V,  Jones  (a),  where  there  had  been  a  part  delivery  of 
the  goods,  the  question  is  stated  to  be  quo  animo  the  act  is 
done ;  whether  with  the  intention  of  taking  the  possession 
and  dominion  of  the  whole  of  the  goods  or  not.  And 
Pitrke,  B.,  there  says, ''  The  taking  of  samples  is  an  equi- 
vocal act :  it  might  be  that  he  took  them  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  he  could  dispose  of  any  part  of  the  goods  there^ 
without  intending  thereby  to  take  actual  possession.  Again, 
the  actual  delivery  of  the  140  sacks  is  not  suflBcient ;  it  is 
no  more  than  a  delivery  of  140  sacks  to  a  purchaser  of  140, 
and  not  done  with  a  view  to  take  possession  of  the  whole.'' 
In  Dixon  v.  Yates  {b),  where  also  there  had  been  a  part  de- 
livery, it  was  held  that  the  vendee  never  had  acquired  the 
actual  possession  of  the  goods.  There  all  the  cases  were  fully 
cited  in  the  argument,  but  Littledale,  J.,  says,  ''Then  it  is 
said  there  was  a  part  delivery  here,  and  that  that  in  point 
of  law  operated  as  a  constructive  delivery  of  the  whole.  But 
that  rule  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  delivery  of  part  is 
intended  to  be  a  delivery  of  the  whole.*'  There  was  here 
no  such  part  delivery. 

But  thirdly,  even  if  the  transitus  was  at  an  end  on  the 
arrival  of  the  goods  at  the  defendants'  warehouse,  there 
was  here  a  stoppage  of  that  part  of  the  goods  which  had 
been  shipped  to  go  to  Boroughbridge,  and  as  they  were  in- 
cluded in  one  joint  contract  with  the  flax  last  sent,  the  stop- 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  431,  442. 
(6)  5  B.  &  Adol.  313;  2  Nev.  &  Man.  177. 
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Etch,  of  PUat,  page  of  that  part  had  the  effect  of  resdnding  the  contract 
^^^-  ^  and  revesting  the  whole  in  the  vendor.  K  the  effect  of  a 
wbhtwortii.  stoppage  in  transitu  is  to  rescind  the  contract^  (and  it  is  anb- 
OuTBWAiTB.  mitted  that  it  is),  the  vendors  are  entitled  to  the  whole  of 
the  goods  comprised  in  the  contract.  There  is  no  authority 
against  its  having  that  effect,  but  the  cases  lean  rather  to 
the  contrary,  though  the  point  has  never  yet  been  express- 
ly decided.  In  Edwards  v.  Brewer  (a),  Parke,  B.,  says, 
"  Whether  the  effect  of  the  stoppage  in  transitu  be  to  re- 
scind the  contract,  or  merely  to  revest  the  lien,  does  not 
seem  to  be  quite  settled ;''  and  he  refers  to  day  v.  Hani' 
son  (A).  And  in  James  v.  Griffin  (c)  he  also  says,  **  Whe- 
ther this  act  of  retaking  rescinds  the  contract,  or  merely 
restores  the  right  of  possession,  can  hardly  as  yet  be  con- 
sidered as  finaUy  determined.*'  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Surely  the  stoppage  in  transitu  can  only  affect  such  of  the 
goods  as  are  actually  stopped.]  It  is  submitted  that  a 
stoppage  of  any  part  of  the  goods  operates  as  a  stoppage 
of  all  that  have  not  actually  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
vendee.  In  Clay  v.  Harrison,  the  Court  seems  rather  to 
have  been  of  opinion  that  by  a  stoppage  in  transitu  the 
contract  was  rescinded.  [Parke,  B. — That  certainly  was 
not  the  decision  of  the  Court.]  In  that  case  Plaiieson  says 
in  argument,  ^'  By  the  common  law  the  property  in  goods 
passes  by  the  sale ;  if  payment  is  to  be  made  immediately, 
the  vendor  has  a  right  to  hold  them  till  payment  is  made; 
but  if  credit  is  given  he  cannot  do  so;"  uponwhich  JBoy/^y,  J., 
says,  '^  Does  not  the  vendor  by  stopping  in  transitu  abandon 
all  rights  that  he  had  against  the  purchaser  ?"  firom  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  the  learned  Judge  thought  it  had  the 
effect  of  rescinding  the  contract.  Patteson  in  answer  cites 
Kymer  v.  Suwercropp  {d) ;  but  that  was  a  case  of  lien,  and 
not  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  But  there  is  no  case  which  de- 
cides that  a  man  can  stop  in  transitu,  and  maintain  an  ac- 

(a)  2  M.  &  VV.  379.  (c)  Id.  632. 

(b)  10  B.  &  C.  99.  («/)  1  Camp.  109. 
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tion  for  the  price  of  the  parcel  which  has  been  delivered.  Bxeh.  qf  Pleat, 
In  LUi  V.  Cowley  (a),  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  says,     "  The  law  of  stop-     ^  ^^^'  ^ 
page  in  transitu  says,  that  the  property  which  was  before    Wkntworth 
in  the  bankrupt  may  be  revested  in  the  seller  by  notice  to    ovthwaitx. 
the  carrier.     The  plaintiffs  give  that  notice  to  the  carrier, 
and  thereby  revest  the  property.    Before  such  notice  to  the 
carrier  to  stop  the  goods,  the  purchaser  may  bring  trover 
for  them ;  after  such  notice,  the  seller  may  bring  trover.'' 
It  appears  clearly  from  those  expressions,  that  his  opinion 
was  that  not  merely  the  possession  was  regained,  but  the 
property  was  revested.     The  judgment  of  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B.,  in  Gibson  v.  Carruthers,  also  plainly  shews  that  his 
Lordship  thought  that  a  stoppage  in  transitu  had  the  effect 
of  rescinding  the  contract.     If  such  be  its  effect,  its  ope- 
ration here  was  to  revest  the  property  at  all  events  in  the 
ten  mats  last  sent,  which  had  not  been  deUvered  by  the 
defendants. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  a  great  part  of 
the  very  learned  argument  which  we  have  heard  turns  upon 
a  question  of  fact,  whether  Leeds  was  the  place  of  destination 
to  which  the  goods  were  to  be  sent.  It  may  be  the  place  of 
destination  at  which  the  goods  are  to  be  at  the  consignee's 
risk,  and  I  think  that  in  this  case  it  was  the  place  where 
they  were  to  be  at  his  risk  until  he  sent  for  them ;  and  if 
80,  and  they  were  not  to  be  forwarded  by  the  defendants, 
that  was  a  place  of  agency  to  receive  the  goods,  and  conse- 
quently the  transitus  was  at  an  end.  As  to  the  question 
whether  the  stoppage  in  transitu  had  the  effect  of  rescind- 
ing the  contract,  and  revesting  the  property  in  the  ten 
mats  which  had  not  been  delivered,  we  wish  to  take  time 
to  consider. 

Parke,  B. — I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion  which  has 
been  expressed  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  on  the  principal 

(a)  7  Taunt  170. 


460  CASES   IN   THS    SXCHCQXniB, 

Btch,  of  Pleat,  questioii,  that  the  transitns  was  at  an  end.  It  may  be 
.  ^  .  considered  as  having  been  at  an  end,  both  because  the 
Wbvtwosth  goods  had  come  into  the  constmctiye  possession  of  the 
ouTHWAiTB.  vendee,  and  because  they  had  arrived  at  their  phice  of  des- 
tination. In  the  judgment  in  Whitehead  v.  Andermm  («), 
the  Court  say,  "  A  case  of  constructive  possession  is,  where 
the  carrier  enters  expressly,  or  by  implication,  into  a  new 
agreement,  distinct  from  the  original  contract  for  carriage, 
to  hold  the  goods  for  the  consignee  as  his  agent,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  expediting  them  to  the  place  of  original  destin- 
ation pursuant  to  that  contract,  but  in  a  new  character,  for 
the  purpose  of  custody  on  his  account,  and  subject  to  some 
new  or  further  order  to  be  given  to  him/'  That  is  appU- 
cable  to  the  present  case.  When  the  goods  arrived  at 
Leeds,  and  notice  was  sent  to  Weatherall  of  their  arrival, 
and  that  he  was  to  pay  rent,  the  carriers  held  them,  not  as 
agents  for  forwarding  them,  but  for  their  safe  custody,  and 
they  were  constructively  in  the  possession  of  the  vendee. 

Again,  I  think  the  goods  had  arrived  at  their  place  of 
destination,  for  that,  as  I  understand,  means  the  place  to 
which  they  were  to  be  conveyed,  by  the  carriers  and  where 
they  would  remain  unless  fresh  orders  should  be  given  for 
their  subsequent  disposition.  In  this  respect  the  case  fidls 
within  the  principle  of  Dixon  v.  Baldwen  (&),  in  which 
Lord  Ellenborouffh  lays  down  the  doctrine,  that  the 
transitus  is  completely  at  an  end  when  the' goods  arrive  at 
an  agent's,  who  is  to  keep  them  until  he  receives  the  fur- 
ther orders  of  the  vendee.  After  referring  to  the  several 
cases  on  this  subject,  he  says,  "  In  those  cases,  the  goods 
had  so  far  gotten  to  the  end  of  their  journey  that  they 
waited  for  new  orders  from  the  purchaser  to  put  them 
again  in  motion,  to  communicate  to  them  another  sub- 
stantive destination,  and  without  such  orders  they  would 
continue  stationary.''     That  appears  to  have  been  the  case 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  534.  (b)  5  East,  175,  182. 


TRINITY    VACATION,   5  VICT.  451 

in  the  present  instance.     The  parcels  of  flax  were  to  E*eh,  of  PUas, 
remain  stationary  at  the  defendants'  warehouse  till  a  for-     ^  ^°^^«  ^ 
ther  direction  should  be  given  by  Weatherall,  by  an  order    Wbntwomh 
to  deliver  to  a  purchaser,  or  to  forward  to  himself  by  a  new    outhwaitb. 
conveyance,  and,  if  no  further  orders  had  been  given,  they 
would  have  continued  there.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  on 
this  ground  the  transitus  was  at  an  end,  on  the  arrival 
of  the  goods  at  Leeds.   Whether  the  effect  of  the  stoppage 
of  that  part  which  had  not  arrived  at  its  destination  was 
to  rescind  the  contract,  or  only  to  place  the  vendor  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  not  parted  with  the  goods,  I 
wish  to  take  time  to  consider. 

Aldebson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — In  this  case,  the  Court,  consisting  of  my 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  my  Brothers  Alderson  and  Roffe, 
and  myself,  have  already  expressed  a  unanimous  opinion, 
that  the  transitus  of  the  goods  was  at  an  end  on  their 
arrival  at  the  warehouse  at  Leeds,  that  being  the  place 
to  which  the  consignee  intended  them  to  be  conveyed  by 
the  carrier,  and  where  they  would  stop  unless  the  con** 
■ignee  should  direct  what  forther  should  be  done  with 
them.  One  point  only  was  reserved  for  consideration, 
namely,  the  effect  of  a  stoppage  of  part  of  the  goods 
contained  in  one  joint  contract,  before  the  seizure  by 
the  plaintiff.  Several  parcels  of  goods  were  purchased 
under  one  entire  contract  from  Hill  &  Co.,  at  Hull,  by 
the  consignee,^  living  at  Mickley,  about  thirty  miles  from 
Leeds.  A  part— two  packages — ^were  forwarded  by  the 
railroad  to  Leeds,  and  arrived  on  the  20th  of  August. 
One  of  these  packages  was  taken  to  Mickley  Mills  by 
the  consignee  on  the  28rd  of  August.    The  remaining 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  package  was  seized  by  the  sheriff^  the  pUiintiff^  on  the 
^      _     ^     lltJ*  o^  September.      But  in  the  mean  time  some  re- 
Wkntwoeth    maining  parcels^  comprised  in  the  same  contract^  which 
OuTHWAiTB.    ^®r®  forwarded  by  water-carriage  to  Boroughbridge,  were 
stopped  in  transitu  on  the  8th  September^  and  it  was  con- 
tended for  the  defendants^  that  this  had  the  effect  of  revest- 
ing in  the  consignor^  at  that  time^  all  the  parcels  contained 
in  that  contract^  and^  amongst  others,  that  seized  by  the 
sheriff  on  the  11th  September.   We  are  all  of  opinion  that 
this  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  in  respect 
of  the  last-mentioned  parcel,  cannot  prevail. 

What  the  effect  of  stoppage  in  transitu  is,  whether  entirely 
to  rescind  the  contract,  or  only  to  replace  the  vendor  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  not  parted  with  the  possession,  and 
entitle  him  to  hold  the  goods  until  the  price  be  paid  down, 
is  a  point  not  yet  finally  decided,  and  there  are  difficiilies 
attending  each  construction.  If  the  latter  supposition  be 
adopted  (as  most  of  us  are  strongly  inclined  to  think  it 
ought  to  be,  on  the  weight  of  authority),  the  vendor  is 
entitled  to  retain  the  part  actually  stopped  in  transitu  till 
he  is  paid  the  price  of  the  whole,  but  has  no  right  to  retake 
that  which  has  arrived  at  its  joumey^s  end.  His  right  of 
lien  on  the  part  stopped  is  revested,  but  no  more.  My| 
Lord  Chief  Baron  has  expressed  an  opinion,  to  which  he 
still  adheres,  that  the  contract  is  rescinded  by  a  stoppage 
in  transitu,  but  he  does  not  think  that  this  affects  the 
right  of  the  vendee  to  retain  that  portion  of  the  goods 
which  have  been  actually  delivered  to  him,  or,  in  othtf 
words,  have  reached  the  place  of  their  destination,  more 
especially  when  the  goods  and  the  price  may  be  appor- 
tioned, as  in  the  present  case,  and  a  new  contract  be  implied 
from  the  actual  delivery  and  retention  of  a  part.  In  either 
view  of  the  subject,  the  stoppage  of  that  portion  of  the 
goods  conveyed  by  water  affords  no  defence. 
The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exch.  of  PleaSf 
1842. 

Trott  V.  Smith,  Executor  of  Richard  Edwards,  June  17. 

Deceased. 

LyOVENANT.     The   declaration    stated,  that  whereas  Declaration  in 

theretofore,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Richard  Edwards,  thafbyanin-  ' 

to  wit,  on  the  20th  July,  1825,  by  an  indenture  then  made  ^^^^^'^^^^^^^^ 

between  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  the  said  R.  Edwards  tain  leasehold 

TTT'i  i»     t  1  •   J    premises,  be* 

of  the  second  part,  and  one  W.  J .  Wilton  of  the   third  tween  the 
part  (which  said  indenture,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  Jlfendant's 
R.  E.,  being  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  the  plain-  ^**"^®'»  ■"** 

Yitf  the  testator, 

tiff  cannot  produce  to  the   court  here),   after  reciting,  for  himself,  his 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff  had  contracted  covenanted  with 
and  agreed  with  the  said  R.  Edwards  for  the  absolute  ^^^  P^w^Ti?"* 

°  pay  to  W.  the 

sale  to  him  of  certain  premises,  particularly  mentioned  and  sum  of  1200/., 

and  interest. 

described  in  the  said  indenture,  at  and  for  the  price  or  sum  By  the  inden- 
of  J61500  sterling,  out  of  which  said  sum  of  £1500  was  to  [n'thrpiea  on 
be  deducted  a  certain  principal  sum  of  j£1200,  secured  to  ^^^''Mp'  j^ 
the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  as  thereinbefore  mentioned;  the  plaintiff  had 
said  R.  Edwards  did   for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  premises  to 
administrators,  and  assigns,  c<rvenant,  promise,  and  offree  ^^^'^{^Z 
with  and  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  said  R.  Edwards,  his  plaintiff,  his 

-^  •*''  '  executors,  &c., 

executors,  &c.,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  should  and  would  nx  montAM 
well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  W.  J.  \^  writing, 
WUtm  the  said  principal  mm  of  £1200,  and  all  interest  due,  J^^^J^^  ^^J^^^ 
accruing,  and  growing  due  on  the  same ; — as  by  the  said  in-  w.  would  re- 

.  convey:  that 

denture,  reference  being  thereunto  h^,  will,  amongst  other  the  assignment 
things,  more  fully  appear.     Nevertheless  the  plaintiff  in  to  the*  testator 
fact  says,  that  although  afterwards  and  after  the  making  ^**  subject  to 
of  the  said  indenture,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  ture  of  mortgage 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  November,  1841,  a  large  the  payment  to 

him  of  the  said 
sum  of  1200/. 
There   was  then  a  general  covenant  for  payment  by  the  testator  to  W.  of  the  said  sum  of 
1200/.     The  plea  then  alleged,  that  no  demand  in  writing  of  payment  of  the  sum  of  1200/. 
was  made  upon  the  plaintiff: — 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  plea,  that  the  declaration  was  bad,  since,  as  no  demand  of  payment 
had  been  made  by  W.  on  the  plaintiff  pursuant  to  the  proviso,  the  money  was  not  due,  and  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  on  his  covenant. 

VOL.  X.  H  H  JH,  W. 
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Exch.  if  Pleas,  sum  of  moncy,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £1500,  being  the  amount 
'  ^  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  secured  by  the  said  in- 
Trott  denture,  became  due  and  owing  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
Smith.  same  indenture,  and  still  remains  wholly  due  and  unpaid ; 
yet  the  said  B.  Edwards  in  his  lifetime  did  not  nor  would, 
nor  did  nor  would  the  defendant,  as  such  executor  as 
aforesaid,  since  the  death  of  the  said  B.  Edwards,  well  and 
truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  same  or  any  part  there- 
of, according  to  the  tenor,  true  effect,  and  meaning  of  the 
said  indenture ;  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  he  the  said  B. 
Edwards  in  his  lifetime  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and 
the  said  defendant  as  such  executor  as  aforesaid  since  the 
death  of  the  said  B.  Edwards  wholly  neglected  and  refused, 
and  still  doth  neglect  and  refuse,  to  pay  the  same,  or  any 
part  thereof,  either  to  the  said  plaintiff  or  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton ;  and  the  said  sum  of  £1500  still  remains  wholly 
due,  owing,  and  unpaid,  contrary  to  the  tenor  and  effect, 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture,  and  of  the 
said  covenant  of  the  said  B.  Edwards  so  by  him  in  that 
behalf  made  as  aforesaid,  &c. 

First  plea,  non  est  factum. 

The  second  plea,  after  craving  oyer  of  the  indenture,  set  it 
out  in  haec  verba,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  indenture 
declared  or  recited  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  March, 
1824,  and  made  between  H.  C.  Sturt  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  by  which  the  said  H.  C. 
Sturt  demised  the  premises  therein  mentioned,  to  hold  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  from  Michael- 
mas Day,  1822,  for  the  term  of  sixty-four  years,  at  the 
rent  therein  mentioned.  And  the  indenture  also  re- 
cited, that  by  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  the  15th  of 
May,  1824,  and  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one 
part,  and  John  Towgood  and  William  Wingfield  of  the 
other  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  £600 
by  Towgood  and  Wingfield  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  he  the 
plaintiff  did  thereby  covenant  with  the  said  Towgood  and 
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Wingfield  tliat  he  would  pay  unto  them  the  said  sum  of  ^ch.  of  pieas, 
£600,  with  the  interest  for  the  same.     And  it  was  by  the  ^  '  ^ 

indenture  of  the  15th  of  May,  1824,  further  witnessed,  that  Trott 
he  the  plaintiff  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  demise  unto  Smith. 
the  said  John  Towgood  and  William  Wingfield,  their 
executors,  &c.,  the  premises  comprised  in  the  said  recited 
indenture  of  lease,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  John 
Towgood  and  William  Wingfield,  their  executors,  &c.,  for 
all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  sixty-four  years,  ex- 
cept the  last  four  days  thereof,  upon  certain  trusts  there- 
in particularly  expressed,  for  the  better  securing  the 
repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  £600  and  interest.  And 
the  indenture  also  recited,  that  by  another  indenture  of 
mortgage,  bearing  date  the  12th  April,  1826,  and  made 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  the  said  John 
Towgood  and  William  Wingfield  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting 
that  the  said  John  Towgood  and  William  Wingfield  had 
required  part  of  the  said  sum  of  £600,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  requested  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  to  lend  him 
the  sum  of  £1200,  as  well  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  pay  off  the  said  sum  of  £600  as  for  other  occasions, 
which  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  had  agreed  to  do  upon  having 
the  repayment  thereof  with  interest  secured  to  him  in 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  in 
consideration  of  £600  by  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  to  the  said 
J.  Towgood  and  W.  Wingfield  paid,  and  also  in  considera- 
tion of  the  sum  of  £600  to  the  plaintiff  paid  by  the 
said  W.  J.  Wilton,  they  the  said  J.  Towgood  and  W. 
Wingfield,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the 
plaintiff,  did  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over, 
and  the  plaintiff  did  assign,  ratify,  and  confirm  unto 
the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  premises 
comprised  in  and  demised  by  the  said  first  thereinbefore 
recited  indenture  of  lease,  with  their  appurtenances,  together 
with  the  same  indenture  of  lease  and  the  said  indenture 

H  h2 
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Bxch.  of  P!eas,  of  mortgage,  to  hold  the  same  nnto  the  said  W.  J.  Wfl- 

1842 

*  ^     ton,  his  executors,  &c.,  thenceforth  for  all  the  residue  of 
Trott        the  said  term  of  sixty-four  years  therein,  upon  certain  trusts 
Smitb.       therein  mentioned ;  (that  is  to  say)  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff, 
his  executors,  &c.  to  hold  the  said  premises,  and  to  receiTe 
the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  until  default  should  he 
made  in  payment  of  the  sum  of  £1200  or  the  interest  thereof 
or  some  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  covenant  for  that  pur- 
pose thereinafter  contained,  with  power  for  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  premises  and  eveiy  or 
any  part  thereof,  in  case  default  should  be  made  in  pay- 
ment of  the  said  principal  sum  or  the  interest  thereof,  or 
any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  proviso  or  covenant  for 
that  purpose  thereinafter  contained ;  with  a  proviso  therein 
contained,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  his  executors  SfC.  or  any  of  them, 
should,  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
next  after  demand  should  be  made  of  payment  of  the  said  sum 
of  £1200,  {such  demand  to  be  in  writing,  but  not  to  be  good 
and  valid  unless  made  after  the  \2th  day  of  April,  \9S!S),pay 
unto  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors  ifc,  the  sum  of 
£1200,  unth  interest  in  the  meantime  for  the  same  after  the 
rate  of£bper  cent,  per  annum  half -yearly,  on  the  days,  at  the 
place,  and  in  manner  in  the  said  indenture  expressed  for  pay- 
ment thereof,  then  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors  ifc,, 
should  at  the  request,   costs,  and  charges  of  the  plaintiff, 
his  executors  ^c,  assign  the  said  premises  with  the  appvr- 
tenances  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors  SfC,  or  as  he  or 
they  should  direct  or  appoint,  freed  from  all  incumbrances 
done  or  committed  by  him  the  said  W.  /.  Wilton,  his  execu- 
tors ^c,  in  the  meantime; — as  in  and  by  the  said  seve- 
ral hereinbefore  in  part  recited  indentures  will  more  folly 
appear.    And  the  indenture  also  recited,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  contracted  and  agreed  with  the  said  R.  Edwardi 
for  the  absolute  sale  to  him  of  the  said  lease,  and  the  pre- 
mises therein  described,  at  the  price  of  £1500  sterling,  oat 
of  which  said  sum  of  £1500  was  to  be  deducted  the  said 
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principal  sum  of  £1200  secured  by  the  said  hereinbefore  in  Eieh.  rf  PUat, 
part  recited  indenture  of  mortgage  to  the  said  W.  J.  Wil-  ^  ^^^'  . 
ton^  and  all  interest  thereon  up  to  the  7th  day  of  that  Trott 
instant  July :  that  the  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  £1200  smith. 
up  to  the  said  7th  day  of  July  amounted  to  the  sum  of 
14/.  2s.  9d.,  making  together  with  the  principal  sum  the 
sum  of  1214/.  2s.  9d.,  and  no  other  money  was  then  due 
and  owing  by  the  said  plaintiff  unto  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton 
on  the  said  premises.  After  the  above  recitals^  it  was 
by  the  said  indenture  witnessed^  that  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  agreement^  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
1214/.  2s.  9d.  so  owing  as  aforesaid  for  principal  money 
and  interest  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  thereinbefore 
in  part  recited  indenture  of  mortgage  to  the  said  W.  J, 
Wilton  as  aforesaid^  and  also  for  and  in  consideration 
of  the  further  sum  of  285/.  17s.  Sd.,  making  together 
with  the  said  sum  of  1214/.  2s.  9d.  so  due  and  owing 
as  aforesaid^  the  whole  of  the  said  purchase  money  or 
sum  of  £1500  to  him  the  plaintiff  in  hand  paid  by  the 
said  R.  Edwards,  he  the  plaintiff  did  grant,  bargain, 
sell,  assign,  transfer  and  set  over  unto  the  said  B.  Ed- 
wards, his  executors,  &c.  the  said  premises  in  and  by  the 
said  thereinbefore  in  part  recited  indenture  of  lease  de- 
mised and  comprised;  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  B. 
Edwards,  his  executors  fee.,  for  and  during  all  the  rest,  re- 
sidue and  remainder  then  to  come  and  unexpired  of  and  in 
the  said  term  of  sixty-four  years  therein  granted  by  the 
said  thereinbefore  in  part  recited  indenture  of  lease,  sub- 
ject nevertheless  to  the  payment  of  the  rent  and  to  the 
observance  and  performance  of  the  covenants  therein  re- 
served and  contained,  and  on  the  part  of  the  tenant,  lessee, 
or  assignee  of  the  said  premises  to  be  paid,  observed  and 
performed,  and  also  subject  to  the  said  hereinbefore  in  part 
recited  indenture  of  mortgage  to  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  of  the 
\2th  day  of  April,  1825,  and  to  the  payment  of  the  saidprin- 
cipal  sum  of  £1200  thereby  secured,  and  aU  interest  to  accrue 
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EjccL  of  Pi$as,  and  grow  due  in  respect  of  the  said  mm  from  the  \2th  day  of 
.   ^^^'  .     April  last  past. 
Trott  The  indenture  then  contained  the  usual  covenants  of 

Smith.       ^^^^^j  which  were  set  forth,  and  then  followed  the  covenant 
on  which  the  plaintiff  declared,  which  was,  that  "  he  the 
said  Richard  Edwards,  his  executors   &c.,  shall  and  will 
well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton,  his  executors  &c.,  the  said  principal  sum  of  1200/., 
and  all  interest  due  and  to  accrue  due  for  the  same/'   The 
plea  then  alleged,  that  after  the  breaches  of  covenant  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  October, 
1825,  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt  (setting  forth  the  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy).     It  then  alleged,  that  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1826,  the  plaintiff  duly  ob- 
tained his  certificate  of  conformity  under  the  commission, 
and  that  it  was  duly  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.  And 
the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  said  sum  of  1200/.  so 
covenanted  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton  became  due  and  payable  to  the  said  W.  J.  WiltQU, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  covenant 
in  the  said  indenture  of  the  17th  April,  1825,  before  the 
plaintiff  became  a  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the 
20th  July,  1825.— Verification. 

The  third  plea  began  by  alleging,  that  the  indenture 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing thereof  in  the  words  and  figures  in  the  plea  of  the 
defendant  by  him  secondly  above  pleaded  and  set  forth. 
^'And  the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  proviso  and  co- 
venant contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  12th  day  of 
April,  1825,  and  referred  to  in  the  said  indenture  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  as  the  proviso  and  covenant  for  the 
payment  by  the  said  (a)  B.  Edwards  to  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton  of  the  said  sum  of  1200/.  and  interest,  were  at  the 
said  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  of  the  12th 

(a)  Sic.  It  should  be  **  by  the  plaintiff  to  Wilton/' 
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Aprils  1825^  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  ^«<?A.  of  pugm^ 
say,   "  Provided  always,   and  it  is  hereby  declared  and  *  ^ 

agreed,  that  if  the  said  Thomas  TVott,  his  executors  &c.,  or  Tkott 
any  of  them,  shall  and  do  immediately  after  the  expiration  Smith. 
of  six  calendar  months  next  after  demand  shall  be  made  of 
the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  1200/.  (such  demand  to  be 
in  writing  and  delivered  to  the  said  Thomas  Trott,  his  exe- 
cutors, &c.,  or  left  at  his  or  their  usual  or  last  known  usual 
place  or  places  of  abode,  Imt  no  such  demand  to  be  good  and 
valid  unless  made  after  the  \2th  day  of  Aprils  1828),  well 
and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  W.  J. 
Wilton,  his  executors,  &c.,  at  or  in  the  common  dining 
hall  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  the  sum  of  1200/.,  together  with  in- 
terest in  the  mean  time  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  5/. 
per  centum  per  annum,  by  two  equal  half-yearly  payments 
in  the  year,  viz.  on  the  12th  day  of  October  and  the  12th 
day  of  April  in  each  and  every  year,  and  the  first  payment 
of  such  interest  to  be  begun  and  be  made  on  the  12th  day 
of  October  next  ensuing  the  day  of  the  date  of  these  pre- 
sents, without  making  any  deduction  or  abatement,  either 
out  of  the  said  principal  money  or  the  interest  thereof, 
for  or  on  any  account  whatsoever,  then  and  in  such  case 
he  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors,  &c.,  shall  and 
will,  at  the  request,  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  Thomas 
Trott,  his  executors  &c.,  assign  the  said  premises  [describ- 
ing them]  unto  him  the  said  Thomas  Trott,  his  executors 
&c.,  or  as  he  or  they  shall  direct  or  appoint,  and  also  the 
said  indenture  of  lease  of  the  29th  day  of  March,  1824, 
and  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances in  the  mean  time  to  be  made,  done,  or  commit- 
ted by  him  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors,  &c.,  or 
any  of  them,  any  thing  hereinbefore  contained  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding.  And  the  said  Thomas  Trott,  for 
himself,  his  executors,  &c.,  doth  hereby  covenant,  promise, 
and  agree  with  and  to  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  exe- 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  cutors   &c.,  that  he  the  said  Thomas   Trott,    his  heirs^ 
^  ^      ^     executors,  &c.,  shall  and  will  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause 
TaoTT        to  be  paid  unto  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton,  his  executors  Sec., 
Smith.       ^^^  ®*^^  principal  sum  of  1200/.,  with  interest  for  the  same 
after  the  rate  aforesaid,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
hereinbefore  appointed  for  payment  thereof,  without  mak- 
ing any  deduction  or  abatement  thereout  for  or  on  any 
account  whatsoever.''     And  the  defendant  further  says, 
that  no  demand  in  writing  of  the  payment  of  the  said  sum 
of  1200/.,  or  of  any  interest  thereon,  or  of  any  part  thereof, 
was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  or  left  at  his  usual  or  last 
known  usual  place  or  places  of  abode,  six  calendar  months 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  or  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  suit. — ^Verification. 

To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  assigning  for 
causes,  that  it  had  not  confessed  and  avoided,  or  traversed 
and  denied,  that  the  said  B.  Edwards  did  for  himself,  his 
heirs  &c.,  covenant  &c.  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  also  that  the  defendant  had  by  his  second  plea  ten- 
dered an  immaterial  issue,  viz.  whether  the  plaintiff  did  or 
did  not  become  bankrupt ;  and  that  although  it  professes  to 
be  an  answer  to  the  whole  of  the  declaration,  it  does  not  in 
truth  contain  any  answer  to  it. 

The  plaintiff  also  demurred  to  the  third  plea  on  the  same 
general  grounds  of  objection  as  those  taken  to  the  second 
plea;  and  also  that  the  defendant  had  tendered  an  issue  as 
to  whether  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of  April,  1825,  did  or 
did  not  contain  the  proviso  in  the  third  plea  mentioned. 

The  defendant's  point  marked  for  argument  was,  that 
the  declaration  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  where  or  how 
the  sum  covenanted  to  be  paid  was  payable,  and  for  other 
causes. 

Offle,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  declaration  is 
good  and  the  pleas  are  bad.     The  declaration  alleges  that 
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the  defendant's  testator,  in  the  assignment  made  by  the  Exeh,  of  pieas, 
plaintiff  to  him,  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  Wilton     ^      _      ^ 
the  sum  of  £1200,  and  all  interest  due  and  to  accrue  due        Trott 
thereon.  That  assignment  was  certainly  made  subject  to  the       smith. 
said  mortgage  between  the  plaintiff  and  Wilton,  which  con- 
tained a  proviso  that  if  the  plaintiff  paid  the  principal  money 
and  interest  to  Wilton  six  months  after  demand,  Wilton 
should  assign  the  premises.   The  question  therefore  is,  whe- 
ther Edwards  or  his  executor  were  bound  to  pay  Wilton 
immediately,  or  not  until  six  months'  demand  of  payment 
has  been  made.    The  plaintiff  contends,  that  the  assign- 
ment to  Edwards,  containing  a  general  covenant,  was  not 
clogged  with  the  covenant  in  the  mortgage  deed  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Wilton,  and  that  the  money  was  there- 
fore payable  by  the  defendant's  testator  on  demand. — He 
then  contended  that  the  second  plea  was  bad,  and  cited 
Winch  V.  Keeley  (a).  Carpenter  v.  Mamell  (i),  Beckham 
V.    Drake  (c),   Dangerfield  v.    Thomas  (cQ,    Gardiner    v. 
Howe  [e). 

Atherton,  contra. — ^The  second  plea  is  an  answer  to  the 
action.  All  the  cases  shew,  that  a  plea  of  the  plaintiff's 
bankruptcy  is  good,  unless  the  possibility  of  a  beneficial 
interest  in  the  bankrupt  is  excluded,  either  on  the  face  of 
the  declaration  and  plea,  or  by  a  replication  to  that  effect. 
This  appears  from  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side.  The 
ordinary  plea  sets  up  the  plaintiff's  bankruptcy,  and  the 
replication  shews  him  to  be  a  mere  trustee.  Here  there  is 
no  replication ;  and,  for  anything  that  appears  on  the  de- 
claration and  plea,  the  plaintiff  may  have  had  a  beneficial 
interest  in  this  contract,  which  would  pass  to  his  assignees. 
By  breach  of  Edwards's  covenant,  the  plaintiff  may  have 

(a)  1  T.  R.619.  (d)  9  Ad.  &  Ell.  292;  1  P.  & 

{b)  3  B.  &  P.  40.  D.  287. 

(c)  8  M.  &  W.  846.  (e)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  346. 
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been  cdled  on  to  pmj,  and  nuij  hsfe  psid  the  money — 
whidi  would  be  a  damage,  and  diminish  the  estate. 

Hie  third  plea  shews  the  declaration  to  be  bad. — ^A  con- 
tract can  only  be  set  ont  in  one  of  two  ways ;  either  in  the 
▼ery  words  of  it,  or  according  to  the  legal  effect.  Here 
the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  set  it  ont  according  to  its  l^al 
effect ;  but  the  record  shews  that  he  has  not  set  it  ont  cor- 
rectly, and  that  he  has  omitted  material  averments  in  siq^ 
port  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff  has  declared  that  the 
defendant  covenanted  to  pay  the  money  generally,  whereas 
the  covenant  (as  it  i^pears  on  oyer  of  the  indenture)  wss 
qualified  by  the  proviso,  that  if  Trott  should  pay  the 
money  to  Wilton  after  the  expiration  of  six  months  after 
a  written  demand,  he  would  assign  the  prenuses  and  the 
house  to  the  plaintiff.  That  ib  a  ground  of  general  de- 
murrer, which  the  defendant  may  now  avail  himself  of;  the 
whole  of  the  indenture  declared  on  being,  by  the  statement 
of  it  on  the  oyer,  made  part  of  the  declaration.  The  plain- 
tiff, on  such  a  covenant  as  the  declaration  discloses,  would 
not  have  been  bound  to  shew  that  any  demand  had  been 
made  in  compliance  with  the  proviso.  And  yet,  that  the 
parties  to  the  covenant  intended  that  such  a  demand 
should  precede  the  payment  of  the  money,  is  clear  firom 
the  considerations  following : — ^The  money  was  due  to 
Wilton :  Edwards  took  the  premises  assigned  to  him,  sub- 
ject (in  express  terms)  to  the  mortgage  to  Wilton,  and  to 
payment  of  the  money  payable  to  him ;  and  Wilton  was 
entitled  to  have  the  money  advanced  by  him  continued  on 
the  security  given  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  until  1828; 
whereas,  if  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other 
side  is  correct,  repayment  of  the  principal  and  interest 
might  have  been  forced  upon  Wilton  in  the  year  1825.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  Edwards  was  bound  to  pay  immedi- 
ately, and  yet  that  he  could  not  on  his  part  insist  on  Wil- 
ton's accepting  payment.     But,  even  taking  the  covenant 
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as  declared  on,  it  must  mean  that  the  money  was  to  be  E*eh.  qf  PUa», 
payable  in  a  reasonable  time ;  and  there  is  no  averment  of  '   ^ 

the  lapse  of  such  period  before  action.  Trott 

9. 

Smith. 

Ogk  replied. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  on 
the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  because  we  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  declaration  is  bad;  which  entitles  the 
defendant  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  deed  on 
which  the  action  is  brought  is,  by  being  set  out  on  oyer, 
made  part  of  the  declaration.  The  declaration  then  shews 
that  the  money  was  payable,  not  immediately,  but  after 
demand  in  writing  by  Wilton;  and  no  demand  is  alleged 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  result  is,  that  the  plaintiff  does  not 
by  his  declaration  shew  that  the  money  claimed  was  pay- 
able to  Wilton  by  the  plaintiff,  or,  consequently,  by  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  action  brought.  There  must 
therefore  be  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bol7E,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Exch.  Chamber^ 
1842. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer,) 


June  27  4*  28.  LOCKWOOD  V.  The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Held,  in  error  X  HE  defendant  having  brought  a  writ  of  error  on  the 
quer  Chamber,  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  (a),  it 
SSe"nVonh'e  ^^^  ^^^  "8^^^  ^^  **^i»  ^ourt  (ft)  by 

Court  of  £x- 

tiiekeeperofa  Bramwell,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. — ^I.  The  first  count 
censed^under  ^^  ^^®  information  (on  which  alone  the  verdict  was  taken 
1  WiU.4,  c  64,  for  the  crown)  is  bad  in  substance,  on  the  ground  that  it 

and  4  &  5Will.  *  '  . 

4,  c.  84,  is  still  does  not  shew  the  defendant  to  be  such  a  retailer  of  beer 
naitics^im^d  "  ^  Subject  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  act  of  par- 
^y  o^  ^*o  *  ^'     liament  on  which  the  information  is  founded,  the  56  Geo. 

c.  58,  8.  2,  for  ' 

having  in  his      8,  c.  58,  s.  2.     Under  the  terms  of  that  act,  no  doubt 

every  retailer  of  beer  was  subject  to  the  penalty  therein 
mentioned,  whether  a  licensed  retailer  or  not,  or  whatever 

ficd,  or  any  ar-   j^^  terms  of  his  Uccnsc.     So  thc  law  continued  until  the  1 

tide  or  prepara- 
tion to  be  used    Will.  4,  c.  64,  which  introduced  an  entirely  new  class  of 

retailers  of  beer.     The  13th  section  of  that  act  had  the 


possession  any 
of  the  prohi- 
bited articles 
therein  speci- 


effect  of  repealing  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  56  Geo.  3, 
c.  58.    It  cannot  be  considered  as  imposing  a  cumulative 


for  malt  or 
hops. 

And  that  in 
order  to  render 
such  a  person 
liable  to  those 

penalties  for  having  in  his  possession  any  of  the  articles  enumerated  in  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  58, 
s.  2,  it  is  unnecessary  to  aver  or  prove,  either  that  the  party  had  them  in  his  possession  to  be 
used  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops,  or  that  he  had  them  in  his  possession  with  any  criminal 
intention.  But  that  where  the  information  is  for  having  in  his  possession  any  article  not 
designated  by  name  in  that  section,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used  as  a 
substitute  for  malt  and  hops  in  the  making  of  beer. 

An  information  on  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  s.  2,  charged  that  the  defendant,  being  a  retailer  of 
beer,  received  and  took  into  and  had  in  his  custody  and  possession  a  large  quantity  of  liquorice, 
&c.  &c. : — Heldf  that  it  was  not  double. 


(fl)  9  M.  &  W.  378. 
{h)  Before  Lord  Dentnan,  C.  J., 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  Palieion,  J.,  WU- 


liamsy  J.,  Coleridge^  J.,   CoUman, 
J.,  MauUf  J.,  and  CreetwtUj  J. 
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penalty^  for  that  would  be  contrary  to  the  maxim  of  law^  Exeh,  Chamber, 
that  nemo  debet  bis  puniri  pro  e&dem  cau8&.  It  is  there-  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
fore  a  repeal  by  implication  of  the  former  statute^  so  far  as  Lockwood 
it  is  applicable  to  this  matter^  on  the  ground  that  the  att.-'g«n. 
former  statute  would  be  superfluous  if  it  remained  in 
force ;  on  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  cases  of  Rex  v. 
Trustees  of  Northleach  and  Witney  Road  (a),  Barrett  v. 
The  Stockton  Railway  Company  {b)^  and  Henderson  v.  Sher- 
bom  (c).  [Patteson,  J. — The  penalty  imposed  by  the  56 
G«o.  3^  is  for  having  the  articles  therein  mentioned  in  pos- 
session ;  that  imposed  by  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  64^  is  for  selling 
them.]  Some  of  the  offences  mentioned  in  the  former 
act  are  provided  against  also  by  the  latter^  although  un- 
doubtedly the  offence  laid  in  this  information— the  receiv- 
ing of  the  prohibited  article  into  possession — is  not  one  of 
ibem.  But  if  the  same  principle  be  not  applicable  to  both^ 
it  will  follow  that  the  greater  offence  of  mixing  beer  with 
the  prohibited  articles^  and  selling  it  so  mixed,  (which  is 
mentioned  in  both  the  acts),  is  now  subject  only  to  a  pen- 
alty varying  from  £10  to  j£20 ;  whereas  the  less  injurious 
or  perhaps  perfectly  innocent  act  of  receiving  the  articles 
into  possession — an  act  which  is  made  penal  only  in  order 
to  prevent  the  commission  of  the  other,  of  which  it  is  an 
evidence — ^may  still  be  visited  with  a  penalty  of  £200. 
The  true  construction  therefore  is,  that  the  penalty  of  the 
former  act  is  repealed,  expressly  as  to  the  substantive 
offence,  and  impliedly  as  to  the  act,  innocent  in  itself, 
which  was  punishable  only  as  tending  to  the  commission 
of  the  substantive  offence.  [Coleridge,  J.  The  first  act 
prohibits  several  offences,  and  subjects  them  all  to  the 
same  penalty.  Let  it  be  conceded  that  the  second  act 
affixes  a  lower  penalty  to  one  of  these  offences  as  regards 
certain  persons,  but  it  says  nothing  about  the  other ;  can 
you  say  therefore  that  it  repeals  the  first  act  as  to  the 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  978.      (6)  2  Man.  &  G.  134 ;  2  Scott,  N.  R.  337. 

(c)  2  M.  &.  W.  236. 
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Exek,  Chamber,  other,  merely  because  that  is  reasonabkf   Mmmle,  J. — The 
'  ^    object  of  the  second  act  is  clearly  the  protection  of  the 
LocKwooD    health  of  the  consumers  of  beer;  it  does  not  prohibit  the 
Att.-Gbn.     ^^^^  of  A^7  specific  articles,  but  of  any  pernicious  ingredi- 
ents :  but  the  first  act  is  for  the  protection  of  the  revenue. 
The  scope  of  the  two  acts,  therefore,  is  totally  different.] 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  56  Geo.  8,  was  directed  merely 
to  the  protection  of  the  revenue.    The  recital  is,  ''  that 
great  frauds  have  been  and  are  committed  upon  the  reve- 
nue, and  also  upon  the  public,  under  pretence  of  using  such 
colouring,  &c.''    Neither  can  the  1  Will.  4,  c  64,  be  con- 
sidered as  directed  merely  to  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health ;  or  if  it  was,  it  is  hardly  possible  to  conceive  that 
it  should  have  been  intended  to  keep  alive  the  former  act 
for  the  protection  of  the  revenue,  at  a  time  when  beer  had 
ceased  to  pay  any  duty  as  such.    And  if  the  penalty  at 
ready  imposed  was  adequate  to  prevent  the  commission  of 
the  offence,  it  could  not  be  any  ground  for  attaching  an 
additional  penalty,  that  another  reason  existed  for  the 
prevention  of  it.   If  the  penalties  be  held  to  be  cumulative^ 
it  follows  that  the  brewer  or  publican  may  commit  any  of 
the  offences  mentioned  in  the  56  Oeo.  8,  for  the  penalty  of 
£200,  but  the  mere  retailer  of  beer  licensed  under  the  1 
Will.  4,  is  subject  for  the  same  offence  to  penalties  amount- 
ing to  £220.     If  the  argument  for  the  defendant  on  this 
point  be  well  founded,  the  first  count,  which  merely  states 
generally  that  the  defendant  is  a  retailer  of  beer,  is  bad, 
because  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  he  is  as  such  sub- 
ject to  the  penalty  of  £200  for  having  received  liquorice 
into  his  possession.     It  ought  to  have  negatived  his  being 
a  retailer  of  beer  under  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  64. 

II.  The  next  question  is,  whether  the  words  "  for  or  as 
a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops  ^'  do  not  override  the  whole  of 
the  articles  enumerated  in  the  56  Geo.  8,  c.  58,  s.  2.  Hie 
mere  receiving,  for  whatever  purpose,  of  one  of  the  enu- 
merated articles — pepper,  for  instance — into  the  posses- 
sion of  a  brewer  or  retailer  of  beer,  can  hardly  have  been 
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meant  to  be  made  subject  to  a  penalty  of  £200.  Suppose  Exch.  Chamber, 
the  same  interpretation  to  be  applied  to  the  previous  branch  ^  ^  ^ 
of  the  clause,  which  prohibits  the  brewer  from  having  in  lockwood 
his  possession  ''  any  liquor,  extract,  calx,  or  other  material  ^^  ^^^^ 
or  preparation  for  the  purpose  of  darkening  the  colour  of 
worts  or  beer^^ — it  would  follow  that  no  brewer  could  have 
any  liquor  in  his  brewery.  It  may  be  said  on  the  other 
hand,  that  if  the  opposite  construction  is  to  prevail,  a 
brewer  might  mix  vitriol  with  his  beer,  provided  it  were 
not  done  '^  for  or  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops.''  He 
might  indeed,  so  far  as  regards  any  prohibition  contained 
in  this  statute,  but  it  would  not  therefore  be  a  lawful  act. 
Many  articles,  as  well  deleterious  as  innocent — arsenic  and 
sugar,  for  example — are  not  enumerated  in  the  statute, 
and  might  therefore,  as  far  as  its  prohibition  is  concerned, 
be  mixed  with  beer,  not  being  used  as  a  substitute  for  malt 
or  hops.  If  the  possession  is  prohibited  without  reference  to 
its  purpose,  it  seems  extraordinary  that  the  clause  did  not 
specify  other  deleterious  articles  also.  The  construction 
contended  for  by  the  defendant  is  the  natural  and  gram- 
matical one ;  but  even  if  the  statute  be  ambiguous,  he  is 
entitled  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  ambiguity.  The  proper 
interpretation  is  as  if  the  words  "  for  or  as  a  substitute  for 
malt  or  hops'*  had  immediately  followed  the  words  ''put 
into  any  worts  or  beer."  [ilfoti/e,  J. — ^The  person  who 
drew  the  act  probably  wrote  it  partly  as  a  brewer  and 
partly  as  a  lawyer,  and  divided  the  articles,  not  into  those 
of  which  the  possession  is  prohibited  and  those  the  use 
of  which  is  prohibited,  but  into  those  that  affect  the  colour 
and  those  that  affect  the  quality  of  the  beer.] 

III.  The  penalty  is  imposed  upon  the  party  who  ''  shall 
receive  or  take  into,  or  have  in  his  or  her  custody  or  pos- 
session," &c.  in  the  alternative.  This  count,  however,  is 
not  framed  in  the  alternative ;  but  charges  that  the  de- 
fendant ''  received  and  took  into,  and  had  in  his  custody 
and  possession,  &c.":  and  it  is  submitted  that  on  this 
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Kweh,  Chambtr,  gfoQnd  thc  connt  is  double.  A  party  msjr  kmte  a  ^bSng  ia 
^^__^^^  his  possession  without  receiving  it; — for  jushmirrj  he  msjr 
LociiwooD  have  manufactured  it.  The  case  of  Aitcrwof  Gemerml  t. 
Arr.-asN.  ^^^  (^)  i*  ^^  authority  for  the  defendant  on  thia  point. 
There  it  was  held  that  an  information  against  a  brewer, 
charging  him  with  receiving  and  taking  into  1 
prohibited  articles^  was  not  supported  by  proof  of 
iiig  antecedent  to  the  statute^  although  his  possession  had 
continued  since.  In  Rawe  v.  Ames  {b),  to  a  declaration 
against  the  sheriff  for  neglect  in  not  selling  goods  seised 
by  him  under  a  fi.  fa.^  and  falsely  returning  that  they 
remained  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers^  the  defendant 
pleaded^  **  that  ho  did  not  take  in  execution  any  goods  ci 
K.  W.  (thc  debtor)^  or  remain  in  possession  by  virtue  ci 
the  writ  for  the  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  mention- 
ed ; "  and  this  plea  was  held  bad  for  duplicity.  So,  unless 
the  receiving  and  having  in  possession  are  identical,  this 
count  is  double.  In  Netvman  v.  Bendyshe  (c),  a  convictioa 
charging  the  party  with  keeping  his  house  open  for  the 
sale  of  bcor^  and  selling  beer,  and  suffering  the  same  to  be 
drunk  and  consumed  in  the  house  at  an  unlawful  hour, 
and  imposing  a  single  penalty^  was  held  bad  on  the  groond 
that  it  included  more  than  one  distinct  offence. 

J,  Wilde,  for  the  Crown,  was  directed  by  the  Court  to 
confine  himself  to  the  second  point  raised  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant. — The  words  "  for  and  as  a  substitute  fiir  malt 
or  hops  "  clearly  apply  only  to  the  words  immediately  pre- 
ceding— ''or  any  article  or  preparation  whatsoever.''  tf  it 
had  been  intended  that  they  should  refer  to  the 
articles^  the  words  would  have  been  ''  or  any  oiAer 
or  preparation  whatsoever  for  and  as  a  substitate  fior 
or  hops  " ;  as  in  the  previous  branch  of  the  daoae, 
tlie  word  "  other "  is  introduced — ^*  or  oiker  xaaterial  or 

(a)  5  Price,  195.  (*)  6  M.  S:  W.  747. 

(r)  10  Ad.&  £11.  U  ;  2  P.  &  D.  340. 
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preparation  such  as  has  been  heretofore  used  or  as  shall  Exeh,  Chamber, 
hereafter  be  made  use  of  for  or  in  the  darkening  of  the  ^  ^^'  ^ 
colour  of  worts  or  beer/'  With  respect  to  the  alleged  Lockwooo 
absurdity  of  supposing  that  the  legislature  would  make  it  ATT.tbsN. 
penal  for  a  brewer  merely  to  have  these  articles  in  his  pos- 
session^ it  has  been  argued  for  the  defendant  that  that  is 
the  case  with  respect  to  articles  for  darkening  the  colour 
of  beer.  These  statutes  are  always  drawn  in  very  general 
and  comprehensive  words^  and  much  is  trusted  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Attorney  Gteneral^  who  alone  can  sue  for  the 
penalties^  in  carrying  them  into  execution  only  in  cases 
where  an  offence  was  really  intended.  This  was  a  re-enact- 
ment on  the  repeal  of  a  former  statute^  the  61  Geo.  3^ 
c.  87>  s.  16^  which  was  in  the  same  words^  except  that  it 
prohibited  the  same  enumerated  articles^  and  did  not  con- 
tain the  words  "  or  any  article  or  preparation  whatsoever 
for  or  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops.''  It  is  plain  that 
under  that  act  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
subject  to  a  penalty  the  merely  having  the  enumerated 
articles  in  possession.  Then^  it  being  found  that  other 
noxious  articles  were  used  besides  those  there  enume- 
ratedj  the  general  words  were  added  in  the  56  Geo.  8, 
prohibiting  the  whole  class  of  articles  so  used.  The  effect 
of  the  interpretation  contended  for  by  the  defendant  would 
be  to  make  all  the  enumeration  of  specific  articles  unneces- 
sary and  useless.  And  if,  as  is  manifest,  the  legislature 
intended  to  prohibit  the  putting  any  of  the  enumerated 
articles  into  the  beer,  that  intention  would  be  defeated,  if 
it  were  necessary  to  prove  in  every  case  that  they  were 
meant  to  be  used  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops. 

Bramwett  was  heard  in  reply. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.— The  words  of  the  act  are — "  No 
retailer  or  retailers  of  beer  shall  receive  or  take  into,  or 
have  in  his,  her,  or  their  custody  or  possession,  or  use  or 

VOL.  X.  II  M.  w. 


470  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER  CHAMBEK^ 

jtjcek,  Chamhtr,  mix  with  or  put  into  any  worts  or  beer^  any  liqnor^  eztrtct. 


\ 


*  ^  calxj  or  other  material  or  preparation  for  the  purpoae  of 
LocKwooo  darkening  the  colour  of  worts  or  beer,  other  than  brown 
Att.-Gsk.  malt,  ground  or  unground,  as  commonly  used  in  brewings 
or  shall  receive  or  take  into,  or  have  in  his^  her,  or  their 
custody  or  possession,  or  use  or  mix  with  or  pnt  into  any 
worts  or  beer,  any  molasses,  honey,  liquorice,  vitriol,  quas- 
sia, coculus  Indise,  grains  of  Paradise,  Guinea  pepper^  or 
opium,  or  any  extract  or  preparation  of  molasses,  honey,  or 
liquorice,  &c.  &c,  or  any  article  or  preparation  whatsoever 
for  and  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  hops/' 

The  words  "  molasses,  honey,  liquorice,'^  &c.  are  precise 
and  particular,  and  need  no  further  description  or  limita- 
tion as  to  their  use  or  object :  but  the  words  ''  article  or 
preparation '^  are  extremely  general,  and  withont  some 
words  to  give  them  point  and  effect,  and  to  limit  and  con- 
trol their  operation,  would  include  the  most  innocent  arti- 
cles used  for  the  most  innocent  purposes.  Those  descriptim 
and  limiting  words  are  wanted  in  the  second  case^  but  not 
in  the  first  case.  This  further  appears  from  the  first  ptrt 
of  the  clause,  where,  the  only  enumerated  articles  being 
^'  liquor,  extract,  calx,  or  other  material  or  preparatioo," 
the  words  are  added  '^  for  the  purpose  of  darkening  the 
colour  of  worts  or  beer,''  which  override  the  whole.  And 
I  think  it  may  be  further  observed,  that  the  enumeration 
being  simply  an  enumeration  contained  in  the  67  Geo.  8, 
and  combined  with  more  general  words  in  the  latter  aet^ 
that  circumstance  strengthens  the  ai^ment^  and  ahews 
the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

I  must,  however,  for  my  own  part  say  that  I  have  felt  a 
good  deal  of  doubt  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  cer- 
tainly there  have  been  some  observations  made  to  whidi  I 
can  in  no  degree  assent.  I  do  not  at  all,  for  my  part-' 
speaking  for  myself  only — agree  that  the  words  ''as  a  sub- 
stitute for  malt  or  hops"  render  it  necessary  to  prove  how 
portions  of  particular  articles  are  to  be  used.  It  is  assumed 
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in  all  the  former  acts  of  parliament,  that  all  beer  is  un-  Exek,  Chamber, 
lawful  which  is  not  compounded  of  malt  and  hops,  and     ^   1^^«  ^ 
therefore  whatever  is  made  an  ingredient  in  beer  that  is     lockwood 
not  malt  or  hops,  is  a  substitute,  and  an  improper  substi-      att^gin. 
tute,  for  those  articles.     It  is  not  necessary  to  advert  to 
other  arguments  which  have  been  advanced,  which  may  be 
equally  open  to  question. — We  all  agree  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  must  be  afSrmed. 

Judgment  afSrmed. 


Newton  v,  Scott.  June  28. 

A  WRIT  of  error  having  been  brought  upon  the  judgment  A  landlord  dis- 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  (a),  it  was  now  goods  of  A.  on 
"g«ed(A)by  ^;-^X 

rent :  the  ten- 
ant afterwards 

Peacock  for  the  plaintiff. — The  question  is,  what  is  the  became  bank- 
effect  of  a  bankrupt's  certificate  upon  his  landlord's  right  ui^ia  hiswr- 
of  distress  upon  the  goods  of  a  stranger,  for  rent  firom  which  ^//^  ^'T'e^or 
the  bankrupt  is  discharged  by  his  certificate?     And  the  inthcExchc- 

o  .^  ^  quer  Chamber, 

first  inquiry  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  a  distress  at  common  (affirming  the 

law  ?     It  is  clear  it  is  only  a  seizure  of  the  goods  into  the  couirT  of 'ex-*** 

custody  of  the  law,  through  the  medium  of  the  distrainor,  *^^*^"*I[.y  ***g 

for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  party  liable  to  the  services  did  not  operate 

to  render  those  services ;  that  the  distrainor  acquires  no  the  rent,  and 

property  or  even  possession  in  the  things  distrained,  nor  }J*dhidi*right, 

any  right  to  use  or  dispose  of  them,  but  the  property  re-  »*»  replevin  at 

\  '  the  suit  of  A., 

mains  in  the  tenant,  who  may  sue  in  trespass  any  person  to  avow  for  a 
irho  takes  them  out  of  the  custody  of  the  distrainor.     Oil-  g^JJ*^ 
bert  on  Distresses,  1;  -R.  v.  Cotton  (c).  Mores  v.  Conham  (rf), 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  434.  CoU$nan,  J.,  Maule,  J.,  and  Cress- 

(b)  Before     Lord      Denman,      well,  J. 

C.  J.,    Trndal,   C.  J.,    Patteson^         (c)  Parker,  112. 
J.,  Wimame,    J.,    Coleridge,   J.,  \d)  Oweu,  123. 
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Bjtch.  Chamber,  R,  y.  Lee  (fl).    Then  the  stat.  2  W.  &  M.  st.  1,  c.  5, 
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passed,  which  entitles  the  landlord  to  sell  the  goods  dis^ 
trained,  if  not  replevied  within  five  days.    Bat  here  the 
goods  were  replevied,  and  therefore  the  defendant  had  no 
greater  interest  than  at  common  law.    The  statute  was 
not  intended  to  vest  any  property  in  the  landlord,  if  the 
tenant  came  in  and  replevied:  Six  Carpenter^  Case  {b).  If, 
therefore,  the  goods  are  held  irreplevisable  merely  to  oblige 
the  tenant  to  come  in  and  perform  the  services,  then  if  the 
tenant  be  discharged  firom  the  services,  the  owner  of  the 
goods  is  surely  entitled  to  have  them  again,  and  might  sue 
for  them  in  detinue.    If  that  be  so,  the  defendant  is  not 
entitled  to  avow  for  a  return  of  the  goods,  and  his  cognii- 
ance  amounts  at  most  only  to  a  justification  of  the  taking. 
Vin.  Abr.,  Replevin,  (F.);  Id.  Avowry,  (P.  4).     The  judg- 
ment pro  retomo  habendo  restores  the  goods  into  the  cus- 
tody of  the  law,  to  be  kept  till  the  tenant  performs  the 
services.     [Patteson,  J. — Suppose  all  this  to  be  conceded; 
the  real  question  is  whether  the  certificate  is  a  release  of 
the  rent :  it  is  not  enough  to  shew  that  the  tenant  is  per« 
sonally  discharged] .     If  the  tenant  be  discharged  from  the 
performance  of  the  service,  the  law  cannot  keep  a  stranger^ 
goods  to  compel  performance  of  it.     Suppose  the  landlord 
had  come  in  and  proved  under  the  fiat,  could  he  have  had 
a  return  of  the  goods?     And  after  the  certificate  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  he  has  proved  or  not.     By  the  12l8t 
section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  every  bank- 
rupt is  to  be  discharged,  on  obtaining  his  certificate  of 
conformity,  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when  he  became 
bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands  proveable  under 
the  commission,  subject  to  such  provisions  as  thereinafter 
directed.     IPatteson,  J. — All  which  are  as  to  suing  him: 
but  the  certificate  does  not  discharge  the  debt,  but  only  the 
remedy] .     It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  release.    Lister  v.  Mtm- 

(a)  6  Price,  369.  (6)  8  Rep.  147. 
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dell  {a),  Hanson  v.  Blakey  (A),  Dams  v.  Shapley  (c).  [Pat"  ^«*-  chamber, 
teson,  J.  referred  to  the  74th  section] .  It  was  not  the  in- 
tention of  that  section  to  give  any  right  of  distress ;  it  is  a 
restraining  clause ;  1  Atk.  103.  [Paiteson,  J. — It  recog- 
nises the  landlord's  right  to  distrain  notwithstanding  the 
bankruptcy] .  If  the  certificate  be  not  held  to  be  a  bar  to 
the  claim  for  rent,  the  landlord  may,  after  the  tenant's 
bankruptcy  and  certificate,  seize  a  stranger's  goods  for  ten 
years'  rent,  though  he  can  levy  on  the  tenant's  only  for  one 
year's  rent;  and  thereby,  although  the  tenant  is  discharged 
by  the  certificate,  he  will  be  made  liable  over  for  indemnity 
to  the  owner  of  the  goods.  [Matde,  J. — ^The  same  incon- 
venience exists  in  the  case  of  an  uncertificated  bankrupt]. 
The  distinction  is  between  the  party  who  does  and  who 
does  not  conform  to  the  bankrupt  laws.  But  for  the  pro- 
viso in  sect.  121,  a  co-debtor  would  be  discharged.  The 
bankrupt  being  discharged  by  act  of  law,  the  law  will  not 
suffer  him  by  a  circuitous  process  to  be  made  liable  as  be- 
fore.   Brady  II  v.  Batt  {d). 

Martin,  contra. — The  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  the  other 
side  is  in  the  assumption  that  the  effect  of  the  certificate 
18  to  release  or  extinguish  the  debt.  It  has  no  such  effect, 
but  is  merely  a  personal  discharge  of  the  bankrupt,  to  the 
extent  provided  for  in  the  bankrupt  law.  If  the  debt  were 
discharged,  so  would  a  guarantor  for  the  debt  be.  The 
case  of  a  joint-debtor  is  not  the  exception,  but  the  rule.  Sup- 
pose a  distress  made  for  rent  the  day  before  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  attached,  a  replevin,  and  an  avowry  after  the 
expiration  of  six  years;  could  there  not  be  a  return?  This 
is  in  substance  the  same  case;  the  remedy  is  gone,  but  not 
the  debt.  It  is  because  the  certificate  is  merely  a  personal 
discharge  of  the  bankrupt,  that,  before  the  last  act,  a  surety 

(a)  1  Boa.  &  p.  427.  (c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  54. 

(6)  4  Bing.  493  ;  1  M.  &  P.  261-         [d)  1  Bro.  Cb.  C.  427. 
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Exeh.  Cftamber,  for  rent  was  Dot  discharged  thereby;  It^li$  v.  M*Ikn^al{a) ; 

and  it  became  necessary  to  introduce  special  provisions  fior 
the  relief  of  sureties.  It  is  true  the  distrainor  has  no  fia^ 
strictly  so  called :  that  which  he  obtained  under  the  old 
law^  on  a  replevin^  was  a  contract  that  he  should  be  put 
into  the  same  condition  as  before  the  goods  were  taken 
from  him;  and  that  is  all  he  asks  here,  under  his  replevin 
bond,  which  is  in  lieu  of  the  old  pledges.  The  stat.  17 
Car.  2,  c.  7,  shews  that  at  the  moment  when  the  distress  is 
taken,  and  replevied,  a  right  vests  in  the  landlord  to  have 
judgment  for  the  amount  of  his  rent,  so  far  as  those  goods 
will  go  to  extinguish  it.  How  could  that  right  be  affected 
by  the  long  subsequent  certificate? — He  dted  also  Tkct  v« 
Fyson  (i),  and  Briggs  v.  Sowry  {c). 

But  further,  upon  these  pleadings,  what  judgment  could 
be  entered  up,  according  to  the  view  taken  for  the  plain- 
tiff? The  plea  in  bar  seems  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  plea 
puis  darrein  continuance :  what  is  to  become  of  the  action 
itself?  The  plea  in  bar  ought  to  support  the  dedaratioiii 
but  that  is  not  done  here.  The  stat.  7  Hen.  8,  c.  4,  s.  8,  gives 
damages  to  the  avowant  in  replevin,  on  his  avo^inry  being 
found  for  him;  and  here  it  is  admitted  that  the  goods 
were  wrongfully  taken  out  of  the  defendant's  possession, 
therefore  the  statute  applies.  The  plea  ought  to  have  set 
up  the  ex  post  facto  matter  by  way  of  plea  puis  darrein 
continuance,  because  the  plaintiff  admits  that  the  replevin 
was  wrongful  in  the  first  instance.  [Cre98weU,  J. — He  is 
sustaining  bis  action,  not  by  anything  done  before  action 
brought,  but  because  since  action  brought  the  defendant 
has  asked  for  a  return] . 

Peacock,  in  reply. — It  is  said,  if  the  certificate  be  a  di^ 
charge  of  the  rent,  so  would  it  be  of  a  joint  debtor  or  a  surety, 
or  of  a  lien.     But  it  is  only  contended  that  it  amounts  to 

(a)  1  Moore,  198.  (b)  6  Bing.  321  ;  3  1L&  P.  715. 

(c)  8  M.  &  W.  729. 
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MEMORANDUM. 

In  tliis  Vacation,  Herbert  George  Jones,  of  Lincoln's 
Inn,  Esq.,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and  gave 
rings  with  the  motto  "  Bene  Volens.'* 

(o)  7  Ad.  &  E.  843 ;  3  N.  &  P.  94. 
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a  release  to  the  tenant  himself,  not  that  it  is  a  discharge  of  Exeh,  chamber, 

1842 
any  collateral  right,  or  person  collaterally  liable.    In  the 

cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  question  was  as  to  the 
discharge  of  a  surety  for  rent  due  subsequenily  to  the  bank- 
ruptcy. The  form  of  avowry  given  by  the  stat.  11  Geo.  2, 
c.  19,  s.  22,  shews,  that  in  order  to  entitle  the  defendant 
to  avow  and  have  a  return,  the  rent  must  remain  due  to  the 
time  of  the  avowry;  BofJcs  v.  Angeli  (a);  then  this  plea  in 
bar  shews  how  it  did  not  so  remain  due,  by  setting  forth 
the  bankruptcy  and  certificate.  The  judgment  prayed  is  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer,  the  defendant  hav- 
ing claimed  that  to  which  he  had  no  right.  If  the  certifi- 
cate had  been  allowed  cfier  the  avowry,  then  undoubtedly  it 
would  have  been  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance,  as  plead- 
ing a  fact  which  arose  after  the  last  continuance.  As  it  is, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  same  judgment  as  if  it  were 
a  plea  in  bar  to  a  declaration. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — ^It  appeari^  to  the  Court,  that  with- 
cmt  entering  more  into  the  argument  than  was  done  in  the 
Court  below,  a  sufficient  reason  was  there  given  for  the 
judgment,  by  construing  the  language  of  the  authorities 
to  be  that  the  certificate  does  not  extinguish  the  debt,  but 
only  bars  the  remedy.  That  was  the  ground  of  decision  in 
the  Court  below,  and  that  is  the  argument  which  has  been 
£»und  to  be  insurmountable  here. 

Judgment  affirmed* 
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^ov.  3.  Williams,  Executor,  v.  Williams. 

Where,  after  X  HE  Court  having,  OH  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  in 
1  demurrer'to^a  ^^^^  ^^^  (^)>  ^Howed  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  replicatioxij 

replication  set-  Atherton  aflerwards  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  da- 
ting out  con-  '     ^        o     X- 

tinuing  wriu  in  fendant  to  shcw  cause  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  st 
ofthesutute  of  liberty  to  amend  the  second  and  subsequent  writs  issued 
Smiff  WM  *'''  i^  **^is  cause  in  the  lifetime  of  the  plaintiff's  testato;, 
allowed  to         H.  K.  Williams,  by  adding  to  the  memorandum  already 

amend  by  stat-  . 

ing  the  indorse-  indorsed  ou  each  of  such  writs,  a  statement  of  the  day  of 
writs  as  con-  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  rctum  thereof,  and  why  the  entries  on  the 
M  w°if  ^f  th*^*^*  '^^  should  not  be  amended  so  as  to  correspond  with  such 
return  as  of  the  amended  writs;  and  also  by  stating  the  appearances  of 
formity  with      the  said  H.  R.  Williams  as  appearances  by  one  attorney 

the  Uniformity     -.„!_, 

of  Process  Act;    "*"y* 

the  Court,  on  a 

iubsequent  applicationi  also  allowed  the  writs  themselves  to  be  amended  accordingly. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  174. 
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Jervis  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  present  application  is  E*eh,  of  Pleat, 
made  on  the  ground  that  the  writs  in  their  present  state  ^  ^  ^ 
will  not  support  the  replication  as  amended  by  leave  of  the  Williams 
Ck}urt :  but  that  is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  interpo-  Willi  ams. 
sition  of  the  Court.  The  original  practice  was,  that  the 
Court  would  not  amend  statutable  writs  in  any  case.  To 
that  rule  two  exceptions  only  have  been  introduced ;  firsts 
in  cases  where  the  error  arises  from  the  misprision  of  the 
clerk ;  secondly^  where  otherwise  the  statute  of  limitations 
would  be  a  bar  to  a  fresh  action.  [Parke,  B. — It  was  the 
constant  course,  before  the  passing  of  the  Uniformity  of 
Process  Act,  to  make  such  amendments  as  this.  Then 
can  the  effect  of  that  statute  be  to  compel  a  plaintiff  to  go 
on  against  a  party  who  may  be  wholly  unable  to  pay  costs, 
or  else  be  barred  of  his  remedy  ?]  Since  the  statute,  the 
party  ought  not  to  have  fresh  writs,  unless  he  have  used 
due  diligence  to  serve  the  defendant.  The  words  of  the 
10th  section  are,  that  "  every  writ  of  summons  and  capias 
may  be  continued  by  alias  and  pluries,  as  the  case  may 
require,  if  any  defendant  therein  named  may  not  have  been 
arrested  or  served  therewith.'' 

Atherton,  contra. — The  liberty  which  the  Coiurt  gave  to 
amend  the  pleadings  implied  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  have 
the  means  of  making  a  proper  amendment;  and  that  can 
only  be  done  by  making  the  writs  conformable  to  the 
amended  allegations  of  the  replication.  The  only  altera- 
tion introduced  by  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  was  the 
necessity  of  having  the  writs  returned  and  entered  of  re- 
cord, and  the  continuing  writs  issued  within  a  month  after 
their  expiration:  in  all  other  respects  the  old  practice 
remains.  Nothing  is  said  in  the  statute  about  using  dili- 
gence to  serve  the  defendant ;  the  words  of  the  proviso 
are, ''  unless  the  defendant  shaU  have  been  arrested  thereon 
or  served  therewith,  or  unless  such  writs  &c.  shaU  be  re- 
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£teh.  qf  Pimt,  tumed  non  est  inventus/* — He  cited  Lakm  r.  Waimm  (a), 
^  ^^^'^  Horttm  V.  Inhabitants  of  Stoned  (A),  BUttm  y.  Ckfper^ 
Williams      ton  (c),  Eccks  v.  Cok  {d),  Kirk  V.  Dolbjf  (e). 

V. 

Williams.  -n       r* 

Per  Curiam^ 

Rule  absolute,  on  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  amendment,  and  of  this  applicati<Hi. 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  625. 
lb)  1  C.  &  M.  773. 
(c)  9  M.  &  W.  473. 


(</)  8  M.  &  W.  537. 
(0  6M.&  W.  636. 


Nov.  4. 

An  action  on  a 
bond  of  indem* 
nity  stood  for 
trial  at  the 
Flintshire  as- 


Llotd,  Administrator  &c.j  t^.  Mosttit. 

Debt  on  a  joint  and  several  bond,  given  by  the  defend- 
ant and  his  late  father,  Mr.  Samuel  Mostyn,  to  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  Edward  Lloyd,  dated  10th   June,  1815. 
aises:  the  com-  Pleas  (after  Craving  oyer  of  the  bond,  which  was  set  out), 

mission  day  was 

on  the  27th       uon  cst  factum  and  solvit  post  diem,  on  which  issues  were 

July;  the 
cause  was  tried 
on  the  29tb. 
At  10  a.  m.  on 
the  28th,  a  no- 
tice to  produce 
the  bond  was 
served  on  the 
defendant's  at- 
torney in  the 
action  (who  re- 
sided in  Lon- 
don) in  the  de- 
fendant's pre- 
sence, in  the 
assise  town. 

The  bond  was  in  the  possession  of  one  W.,  who  held  it  as  the  representatiTe  of  a  fimHt 
attorney  of  the  obligors,  and  was  himself  the  defendant's  general  attorney,  and  who  had  andar- 
taken  to  produce  it  at  the  trial,  if  the  judge  should  think  he  was  bound  to  do  so.  Before  the 
assises,  the  bond  had  been  sent  by  W.  to  the  defendant's  attorney  in  the  action,  In  LoodoB^  ftr 
the  purposes  of  inspection  and  admission  under  a  judge's  order;  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
had  there  taken  a  correct  copy  of  it.  At  the  trial,  W.  had  the  bond  in  Court,  but  olrjected  is 
produce  it  on  the  ground  of  privilege,  and  the  objection  was  allowed. 

Held,  first,  that  the  notice  to  produce  the  deed  was  sufficient,  under  the  circamstmnceiy  t» 
let  in  secondary  evidence  of  it;  secondly,  that  the  copy  so  taken  by  the  plaintiff 'a  aUonicj  was 
admissible  as  such  evidence. 


joined.  At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  Flint- 
shire Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
arose  under  the  following  circumstances.  A  legacy  of 
£200  having  been  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  a  liGas 
Myddelton  amongst  the  younger  children  of  Mr.  Samuel 
Mostyn,  who  were  then  infants,  the  intestate,  Edward 
Lloyd,  who  was  Miss  Myddelton^s  executor,  paid  the 
money  to  Samuel  Mostyn  in  the  year  1815,  on  receiving 
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firom  him  and  the  defendant  (who  was  the  eldest  son  of  Egeh.  rf  PUat, 
Samuel  Mostyn,  and  then  of  age)  the  bond  in  question, 
which  was  conditioned  to  save  harmless  and  indemnify  the 
intestate  from  all  actions^  suits^  claims,  and  demands 
whatever  of  the  legatees  or  any  of  them,  in  respect  of  their 
shares  of  the  legacy.  In  March  1841,  a  suit  in  equity 
was  commenced  by  Thomas  Mostyn,  one  of  the  legatees, 
against  the  plaintiff,  as  administrator  of  Edward  Lloyd,  to 
recover  his  third  share  of  the  legacy  and  interest.  Various 
communications  had  previously  passed  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  on  the  subject  of  the  claim  made  by 
Thomas  Mostyn ;  and  on  the  19th  of  May,  1841,  the  plain- 
tiff gave  the  defendant  a  formal  notice  in  writing  of  the 
suit  having  been  instituted  against  him,  and  requiring  the 
defendant  to  indemnify  him  against  it,  pursuant  to  the 
condition  of  the  bond.  On  the  7th  of  June,  an  order  was 
made  in  the  suit  by  the  yice-Chancellor  of  England,  by 
consent  of  the  parties,  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
without  costs;  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  paid  to  Thomas 
Mostyn  the  sum  of  £117,  being  his  share  of  the  legacy  of 
jE200,  and  interest  thereon :  and  he  now  sought  to  recover 
firom  the  defendant,  under  his  bond  of  indemnity,  the 
amount  so  paid,  together  with  the  further  sum  of  £26 
for  the  plaintifTs  own  costs  in  the  equity  suit. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  bond  had  not  been 
known  to  be  in  existence  until  the  year  1839,  when  it  was 
found  amongst  a  basket-full  of  old  papers,  in  the  house  of 
a  Mrs.  Jones,  the  widow  and  executrix  of  the  late  attorney 
of  the  defendant  and  his  father.  It  was  now  in  the  posses- 
sion of  a  Mr.  Williams,  Mrs.  Jones's  son-in-law,  who  acted 
for  her  as  executrix,  and  who  was  also  the  general  attorney 
for  the  defendant,  although  not  the  attorney  on  the  record 
in  this  action.  Mr.  Williams  had  not  been  served  with  a 
subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce  the  bond,  but  had  un- 
dertaken to  do  so  if  the  Judge  should  think  that  he 
was  bound  to  produce  it,  and  he  had  it  in  Court  at  the 
trial    On  being  called  upon  to  produce  it,  he  objected 


1842. 
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B*ch,  ofPietu,  to  do  80  on  the  ground  that  he  held  it  in  the  same  char- 
acter as  Mr.  Jones^  if  alive^  would  ha?e  done^  namdjj  as 
the  attorney  of  the  obligors ;  and  the  learned  Judge  al- 
lowed the  objection.    The  plaintiff  then  tendered  in  evi- 
dence a  copy  of  the  bond^  which  had  been  furnished  to  the 
plaintiff's  agents  and  examined  by  him  with  the  original, 
upon  the  bond's  being  sent  up  by  Mr.  Williams  to  the 
defendant's   attorney   in   London   to   be   inspected,  fox 
the  purposes  of  admission  imder  a  Judge's   order.    It 
was  objected  that  this  copy  was  inadmissible,  on  two 
grounds :  firsts  that^  the  bond  having  been  in  the  confiden- 
tial custody  of  Mr.  Williams,  a  copy  so  obtained  could  not 
be  used  in  evidence;  for  which  Fisher  v.  Heming  (a)  was 
cited  as  an  authority ;  and  secondly,  on  the  ground  that 
at  all  events  it  was   not   admissible  without  proof  of 
notice  to  produce  the  original:  and  the  learned  judge^ 
being  of  opinion  that  notice  to  produce  was  neoeaaaiy,  re- 
jected the  evidence.    The  plaintiff  then  proved  a  notice  to 
produce  the  bond,  which  had  been  served  upon  the  defisnd- 
ant's  attorney  in  this  action,  the  defendant  being  present 
in  Mold,  the  assize  town,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning  of 
Thursday,  the  28th  of  July.    The  commission  day  was 
Wednesday,  the  27th ;  the  cause  was  tried  on  Friday,  the 
29th.    The  defendant  resided  about  ten  miles  firom  Mold; 
the  attorney,  Mr.  Leigh,  was  resident  in  London.    Mr. 
Williams,  who  held  the  bond,  resided  at  Denbigh,  fourteen 
miles  from  Mold,  and  arrived  at  the  latter  place,  with  the 
bond,  in  the  afternoon  of  Thursday  the  28th.     It  was  ob- 
jected for  the  defendant,  that  this  notice  was  too  late;  the 
learned  judge,  however,  thought  that  as  the  bond  was  ac- 
tually in  Court,  the  notice  was  sufficient,  and  that  the 
copy  was  admissible,  and  it  was  accordingly  read. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  bond  ough^ 
under  the  circumstances,  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  sa- 
tisfied. The  learned  judge  left  that  question  to  the  juiy, 
who  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount 

(a)  1  Phill.  Evid.  182  (8th  ed.). 
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claimed  by  him^  133/.^  leave  being  given  to  the  defendant  Bxeh,qfPiea»t 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit^  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opi- 
nion that  the  copy  of  the  bond  ought  not  to  have  been 
received  in  evidence. 

KeUy  now  moved  accordingly. — First,  inasmuch  as  Mr. 
Williams,  in  whose  possession  the  bond  was,  represented 
the  attorney  of  the  obligors,  he  was  not  bound  to  produce 
the  bond ;  and  if  so,  neither  could  a  copy  obtained  from  or 
furnished  by  him,  contrary  to  his  duty,  be  received  in  evi- 
dence. The  rule  is  thus  laid  down  in  Fhillipps  on  Evidence, 
vol.  1,  p.  182:  **  If  a  deed  deposited  confidentially  with  an 
attorney  has  been  obtained  out  of  his  hands,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  produced  in  evidence  by  another  witness,  it 
cannot  be  received.  Thus,  in  a  case  tried  before  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley  (a),  the  plaintiff's  counsel  having  proved  a 
certain  deed  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  refusing  to  produce  it,  though  he  admitted  hav- 
ing received  notice,  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  offered  in 
evidence  a  copy  of  the  deed,  which  had  been  obtained  from 
one  who  many  years  ago  acted  as  an  attorney  for  the  per- 
son under  whom  the  defendant  claimed,  and  who  had  been 
intrusted  by  him  with  the  original  deed  in  his  professional 
character.  The  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  ob- 
jected that  this  evidence  ought  not  to  be  received,  as  the 
original  deed  had  been  deposited  confidentially  with  the 
attorney;  and  Bayley ,  J.,  refused  to  admit  it.  He  said, 
the  attorney  could  not  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  the  deed,  which  had  been  intrusted  to  him;  so  neither 
could  he  furnish  a  copy.  He  ought  not  to  have  communi- 
cated to  others  what  was  deposited  with  him  in  confidence, 
whether  it  was  a  written  or  verbal  communication.  It  is 
the  privilege  of  his  client,  and  continues  from  first  to  last.'' 
That  case  appears  to  be  expressly  in  point.  [Pcerkej  B. — 
I  have  always  doubted  the  correctness  of  that  ruling.  Where 
an  attorney  intrusted  confidentially  with  a  document  com- 

(a)  Fuher  v.  Hemmgy  Leicester  Lent  Assizes,  1809. 
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Stek,  of  Ptetu,  municates  the  contents  of  it^  or  suffers  another  to  take  a 

cop7>  surely  the  secondary  e?idence  so  obtained  may  be 
produced.  Suppose  the  instrument  were  even  stolen^  and 
a  correct  copy  taken^  would  it  not  be  reasonable  to  admit 
it  ?  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^It  is  impossible  to  say  this  copy 
was  not  evidence] . 

Secondly^  the  notice  to  produce  was  not  sufficient*  In  the 
first  place^  service  on  the  day  after  the  commission  day  was 
too  late;  George  v.  Thompson  {a),  Doe  v.  Greff  (6).  In  the 
latter  case^  service  of  notice  to  produce  a  lease,  upon  the 
wife  of  the  defendant's  attorney  at  his  lodgings,  on  the 
evening  before  the  trial,  was  held  insufficient.  Besides, 
here  the  attorney  had  not  the  possession  of  the  bond  at  the 
time,  and  he  was  resident  in  London.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 
—He  had  the  power  of  obtaining  the  production  of  it  at 
the  trial].  The  insufficiency  of  a  notice  to  produce  is  to 
be  determined  upon  the  facts  as  they  stood  at  the  time  of 
the  service.  [Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B. — ^I  cannot  assent  to  that. 
Suppose  the  party  has  not  the  document  at  the  time  he 
receives  notice  to  produce  it,  but  afterwards  obtains  pos- 
session of  it,  a  week  before  the  trial ;  is  he  not  bound  to 
produce  it  ?]  In  this  case  the  bond  was  held,  not  by  the 
attorney  in  the  cause,  but  by  Williams,  who  was  privil^ed 
from  producing  it :  but  even  if  the  former  had  had  it  in  his 
pocket  at  the  trial,  he  could  not  be  called  upon  to  produce 
it  unless  he  had  received  a  notice  in  proper  time.  In  OmI 
V.  Heam  (c),  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  the  attorney  of  the 
opposite  party  could  not  be  asked  whether  he  had  with  him 
a  rule  of  court  relating  to  the  cause,  with  a  view  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  it,  no  notice  to  produce  or  subposna 
duces  tecum  having  been  served  before  the  trial :  and  that 
such  notice  could  not  be  given  them.  So,  in  Bate  v.  JQi»- 
sey  (rf),  where  an  attorney  refused  to  produce  a  document 
on  the  ground  of  his  client's  privilege,  no  notice  to  prodace 

(a)  4  Dowl.  p.  C.  656.  (c)  1  M.  &  Rob.  201. 

(b)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  283.  (rf)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  33. 
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having  been  given^  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  was  held  Bxch.  of  PUat, 
inadmissible;  and  Gumey,  B.,  there  says,  ''The  fact  of  the 
instrument  being  in  court  makes  no  difference  with  regard 
to  the  necessity  of  a  notice  to  produce/' 


1842. 


Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — The  only  question  in  this  case 
really  is,  whether  the  notice  to  produce  was  served  in  such 
proper  time  as  would  enable  the  party  to  produce  the  do* 
cument  if  he  had  it.  It  appears  that  the  defendant's  at- 
torney was  in  possession  of  the  original  bond,  and  that  a 
copy  was  in  town.  The  attorney  who  was  served  with  the 
notice  to  produce  must  have  known  that  Mr.  Williams, 
who  was  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  in  the  country, 
had  possession  of  the  bond.  It  would  appear  that  the 
notice  was  merely  given  from  over-caution,  lest  Mr.  Wil- 
liams, when  called  to  produce  it,  should  plead  his  client's 
privilege,  and  decline  to  do  so.  There  was  time  enough 
for  the  attorney  to  consider  whether  it  was  for  his  client's 
interest  to  produce  it  or  not,  and  no  doubt  he  determined 
it  was  not.  I  therefore  think  the  notice  was  sufficient, 
taking  the  fact  into  consideration,  that  the  party  on  whom 
the  notice  was  served  knew  that  the  instrument  was  in  the 
possession  of  another  person,  who  had  been  subpoenaed  to 
produce  it  at  the  trial,  and  over  whom  his  client  had  full 
authority.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  complicated  deed, 
in  which  there  are  many  parties,  and  which  the  attorney 
might  refuse  to  produce,  because  he  might  think  it  neces- 
sary to  take  the  opinion  of  his  counsel  before  he  produced 
it.  This  is  the  case  of  a  simple  bond  of  indemnity.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  learned  judge  was  quite  right  in 
admitting  the  secondary  evidence,  and  that  the  rule  ought 
to  be  granted. 

Parks,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is 
now  reduced  to  this,  whether  the  notice  to  produce  was 
sufficient.  I  agree  that  the  principle  to  be  extracted  from 
the  cases  is,  that  notice  to  produce  must  be  given  within 
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Exch.o/PUmt,  a  reasonable  time  before  the  trial  comes  on,  the  judge  at 
^^^'  ^  the  trial  being  the  proper  person  to  consider  whether  that 
reasonable  time  has  been  given  or  not.  I  think  in  this 
case  there  was  ample  evidence  to  warrant  the  judge  in 
deciding  that  the  notice  was  sufficienti  even  on  the  prinr 
ciple  contended  for  by  Mr.  Ketty — ^which  however  is  not 
the  principle  laid  down  in  the  cases, — ^that  it  must  depend 
upon  the  state  of  facts  at  the  time  the  notice  was  given. 
Here  it  was  given  early  on  the  Thursday  morning,  the  case 
standing  for  trial  on  Friday.  It  is  clear  the  defendant's 
attorney  on  the  record,  Mr.  Leigh,  well  knew  that  the 
bond  was  in  the  possession  of  the  former  attorney,  Mr. 
Williams,  and  that  he  would  produce  it  at  the  assizes.  At 
the  very  time  he  had  the  notice,  he  knew  it  was  in  the 
power  of  their  own  client,  who  had  nothing  more  to  do 
than  to  direct  Mr.  Williams  to  produce  it.  "Even  if  the 
bond  had  not  been  at  the  time  within  the  control  of  the 
defendant,  but  had  afterwards  come  into  his  possession,  or 
that  of  his  attorney,  so  that  it  could  have  been  produced 
on  the  trial,  I  by  no  means  say  that  the  notice  would  not 
in  that  case  have  been  sufficient ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to 
decide  that.  The  cases  referred  to  are  all  distinguishable. 
In  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Heam,  it  was  endeavoured  to  supply 
a  want  of  previous  notice,  by  giving  it  at  the  trial.  That  ii 
no  notice  at  all.  In  Doe  v.  Grey^  the  notice  was  served 
upon  the  wife,  and  not  upon  the  attorney  himself,  and  no 
proof  was  given  that  the  attorney  had  received  the  notice, 
though  there  was  proof  that  the  deed  was  in  his  possession 
at  the  time.  Here  there  was  a  notice  to  produce,  given  to 
the  right  party,  and  the  sole  question  is,  whether  that  hn 
been  given  a  reasonable  time  before  the  triaL  I  should  have 
been  sorry  if  this  objection  could  have  prevailed;  and  I  think 
there  is  ample  ground  for  holding  that  this  was  a  sufficient 
notice,  and  therefore  that  the  rule  should  be  refused. 

OuBNET,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Etch,  of  Pleas, 
1842. 

Webber  v.  Sparkes  and  Another.  j^^  5^ 

X  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  a  certain  close  of  Xreipau  for 

the  plaintiff,  situate  &c.  [setting  it  out  by  abuttals],  and  e^erin)fthe 

palling  down  divers,  to  wit,  four  posts  and  four  bars  of  the  P^*^?  k^*  *^**'' 

plaintiff,  then  standing  and  being  in  and  upon  the  said  outbyabutub), 

dose.    The  defendants  pleaded,  that  there  was  a  public  down  certain 

footway  over  and  across  the  said  dose  in  which,  &c.,  JJ^^jy^gaiere- 

wherefore  the  defendants,  having  occasion  to  use  the  said  <>"•   P*«*»  **^ 

°  there  wa»  apub- 

way,  and  because  the  said  posts  and  bars  had  been  and  lie  footway  over 
were  wrongfully  erected  across  the  said  footway,  and  ob-  that  the  de- 
structed  the  same,  pulled  down  the  said  posts  and  bars,  ^llJi^uliMU 
&c.    Beplication,  traversing  the  public  footway,  on  which  »n<i  ^*"  ^ 
issue  was  joined.    At  the  trial  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  the  way,  pulled 
last  Somerset  assizes,  the  defendants  proved  a  public  right  iJ^icaUoni 
of  footway  across  the  plaintiff's  field,  but  in  a  different  {.^j*"*"!.'^* 
direction  from  that  in  which  the  posts  and  rails  had  stood,  ffeid,  that  on 
It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plea  was  not  the  defendanta 
proved  unless  a  right  of  way  were  shewn  to  have  existed  7  vwdicf  ^on  ^" 
in  the  line  of  the  posts  and  rails,  which  the  defendants  proof  of  a  right 

of  footway  hi 

alleged  to  have  obstructed  the  way  mentioned  in  the  plea,  any  directioH 
The  learned  judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  only  and'were^o^' 
matter  in  issue  was,  whether  there  was  any  right  of  foot-  ^^^^  *®  P"*7* 

'  -^       °  a  way  over  the 

way  across  the  close  in  question,  and  under  his  direction  a  place  where 
▼erdict  was  found  for  the  defendants.  bars  ttood. 

Erk  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction.— In  this  case  a  locality  was  given  by  the  declara- 
tion to  the  trespass  complained  of,  and  which  must  have 
been  known  to  the  defendants  when  they  pleaded;  i.  e. 
where  the  posts  and  rails  had  stood,  which  were  thrown 
down  by  them.  The  plea,  therefore,  was  not  proved  by 
evidence  of  a  right  of  way  across  another  part  of  the  close. 
The  plea  itself  states  that  the  way  pleaded  had  been  ob- 
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Bxek.  of  Pleas,  strocted  by  the  posts  and  rails.  [Parke,  B. — ^But  that  is 
.  ^  ^  not  parcel  of  the  issue.  Lord  AlAngety  C.  B. — ^The  plain- 
Wbbbbr  tiff  should  ha?e  new  assigned.]  If  he  had^  he  would  have 
Spaik».  admitted  a  right  of  way  in  the  line  of  the  potts  and  nib. 
[Farke,  B. — He  might  have  traversed  and  new  asiigned: 
then  the  question  on  the  first  issue  would  have  been  onlj 
whether  there  was  a  right  of  way  across  the  dose  at  all; 
if  there  was,  but  the  defendants  beat  down  the  posts  and 
rails  in  another  part  of  the  dose,  they  would  be  liable  on 
the  new  assignment.]  The  verdict  is,  that  there  is  the 
right  of  way  in  the  plea  mentioned;  namely,  where  the 
posts  and  rails  were  beaten  down  as  obstructions  of  it :  and 
the  verdict  would  establish  a  right  of  way  there.  [Piori^ 
B. — ^No ;  the  only  matter  established  by  the  record  would 
be  the  existence  of  a  right  of  way  across  the  dose.  Loid 
Abinger,  C.  B. — It  might  be  that  the  plaintiff  stopped  bodi 
the  real  way,  and  one  which  the  defendants  had  uaurped; 
as  to  the  latter,  there  should  be  a  new  assignment.]  That 
view  of  the  case  supposes  that  posts  and  rails  existed  in  two 
places.  The  chse,  in  the  declaration,  means  the  spot  where 
the  trespass  was  committed.  Suppose  itwereadedaratioii 
for  breaking  and  entering  a  close  across  the  plaintiff's 
head- weir,  and  destroying  that  weir ;  would  not  that  fix  tlie 
trespass  to  that  place  ?  [Parke,  B. — But  here  the  dedsn- 
tion  is  for  breaking  and  entering  the  close  generally:  thai 
the  defendants  say,  wherever  that  close  is,  there  is  a  pubfie 
way  across  it.]  If  the  plaintiff  had  new  assigned,  he  would 
have  been  bound  to  prove  two  trespasses  of  the  kind  charged, 
and  therefore  two  sets  of  posts  and  rails :  Greene  v.  Joiiet(i). 
The  defendants  fix  the  identity  of  the  way  by  the  descrip- 
tion in  their  plea.  In  ElUeon  v.  lies  (i),  to  a  dedaratioB 
in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a  dose  of  the  phintii^ 


(a)  1  Saund.  299  a. 
{b)  11  Ad.  &  £.  665 ;  3  P.  &  D.  391. 
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described  by  abuttals,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  public  right  ^^^^  ^  p^^> 
of  way  across  the  close ;  the  plaintiff  new  assigned  a  trespass 
extra  viam;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  wrongfully  stopped  up  the  way  in  the  former  plea 
mentioned,  wherefore  the  defendant  necessarily  went  a  little 
out  of  the  said  highway,  quae  est  eadem,  &c.  The  evidence 
was,  as  in  this  case,  that  there  was  a  public  footway  over 
the  close,  which  the  plaintiff  admitted,  and  another  footway 
which  the  defendant  claimed  as  public,  but  which  the 
plaintiff  had  stopped  upj  and  it  was  proposed  to  try  the 
question  as  to  the  existence  of  this  latter  right  of  way. 
The  judge,  however,  thought  that  no  issue  was  raised  as  to 
this  second  way,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  and 
Ids  ruling  was  confirmed  by  the  court,  on  the  ground  that, 
the  precise  locality  being  material  to  the  defence,  the  de« 
fendant  was  bound  to  shew  it  in  his  pleading.  It  was  so 
held,  because  there  was  nothing  either  in  the  declaration 
or  plea  to  shew  the  locality  of  the  way  claimed,  and  therefore 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  fix  which  way  was  admitted  by 
him.  But  here  the  declaration  and  plea  together  do  fix  the 
locality  of  the  way  to  be  where  the  alleged  obstruction  had 
atood  and  was  removed. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^The  mention  of  the  posts  and 
mSs  does  not  fix  the  locality  of  the  trespass;  if  it  did, 
the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  not  guilty, 
unless  it  were  proved  that  they  came  across  that  part  of  the 
cloae  where  the  posts  and  rails  were. 

Pabke,  B. — On  this  replication,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  there  is  a  right  of  way  over  the  close — ^the  piece  of 
land — described  in  general  terms  in  the  declaration.  K 
there  be,  but  the  trespass  was  committed  out  of  the  way, 
fliere  should  have  been  a  new  assignment.  The  declaration 
does  not  describe  the  close  as  being  one  whereon  certain 
posts  and  rails  were  fixed,  but  merely  allege*  the  breaking 
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Exch,  qf  Pleat,  down  of  the  posts  and  rails  as  part  of  the  injury  done  by  the 

defendants. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


^^'  7*  Cheese  v.  Scales. 

The  defendant  JLlBEL.    The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had 

placard  suting  been  and  was  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St 

wh^wL^n*^^'  Mary,  Stratford-le-Bow ;  and  that  the  defendant  published 

oveneer  of  the  of  and  conceminc  him  the  libellous  matter  following : — 

poor,  «*  that  ®  ® 

when  out  of  **  that  the  plaintiff,  when  out  of  office,  had  adyocated  low 

ad^Mated  Tow  rates,  and  when  in  office  had  advocated  high  rates,  and 

i"^  "had  ad"  ^^^^  ^®  (^^®  defendant)  would  not  trust  the  plaintiff  with 

Tocated  high  £5  of  his  private  property.''    Plea,  not  guilty.     At  the 

he  (the  defend-  trial  before  Lord  Abingefj  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 

t?Jrt  Wmt^A  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  veidict, 

fii.ofhb  damages  40*. 

property :  —  •^ 

Held,  that 

these  word*  CrowdcT  now  movcd  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  contend- 

were  actionable  t       -i   ^      j 

per  se,  without  cd  that  the  language  imputed  to  the  defendant  was  am- 

^°An°appUca.  biguous,  and  might  mean  either  that  the  plaintiff  wss 

the*verdtct"nd  ^^honest,  or  merely  that  he  was  negligent  of  his  affairs; 

judgment,  on  and  therefore  that  it  was  not  necessarily  libellous,  and 

the  cause  was  ought  to  have  been  explained  by  an  innuendo. 

tried  after  the 

tione'dln^hL*"*"  ^ut  Pee  Cubiam.— The  publication  imputes  dishonesty 
distringas  jura-   to  the  plaintiff,  or  at  least  tends  to  disparage  him :  it  was 

tores,  must  be  '^  .  .  j 

made  within  for  the  jury  to  Say  whether  it  was  libellous  or  not,  and 
daysflftera[  they  havc  found  that  it  was.  There  is  no  ground  for 
°"'ndw4;    arresting  the  judgment.  Rule  refined. 

the  Court  will 

not,  in  such  case,  interfere  at  all  on  motion,  but  leave  the  party  to  his  writ  of  error. 

The  distringas  juratores,  instead  of  being  made  returnable  on  the  first  day  of  Michaehaif 
Term,  was  by  mistake  teiled  on  that  day,  and  commanded  the  sheriff  to  distrain  the  jurors,  so 
that  he  might  have  their  bodies  on  the  17/A  qfJune,  before  the  Barons  at  Westminster,  unless  the 
Chief  Baron  should  first  come  on  the  I5lh  qfjune,  at  the  Guildhall  of  the  city  of  London.  The 
trial  took  place  on  the  2£tli  of  June.  After  error  coram  vobis  brought  by  the  defendant  on  the 
ground  of  this  irregularity  in  the  process,  the  Court,  on  motion,  allowed  an  amendment. 
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On  a  subsequent  day,  Croiwder  moved,  in  the  saime  case,  £*«*• «/  ^'*«> 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  should  not  be 
set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  a  mistrial. 
The  distringas  juratores,  instead  of  being  returnable  on  the 
2nd  of  November,  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  Term,  was  by 
mistake  tested  on  that  day,  and  commanded  the  sheriff  to 
distrdn  the  jurors,  so  that  he  might  have  their  bodies  on 
the  17M  ofJtme^  before  the  Barons  at  Westminster,  unless 
the  Chief  Baron  should  first  come  on  the  15/A  of  June,  at 
the  Guildhall  of  the  city  of  London.  The  trial  took  place 
on  the  25th  of  June.  The  informality  was  not  discovered 
nntil  the  parties  went  before  the  Master  on  the  taxation  of 
the  costs.  In  Crowder  v.  Rooke  (a),  where  the  trial  waa 
liad  after  the  day  of  nisi  prius,  it  was  held  that  the  jurata 
was  not  amendable,  and  a  venire  de  novo  was  awarded, 
on  the  ground  that  the  trial  had  been  had  coram  non 
jndice. 

Pbr  Curiam. — ^The  motion  ought  to  have  been  made 
within  the  first  four  days  of  the  term ;  but  even  if  it  had, 
it  would  probably  not  have  been  entertained.  In  Gee  v. 
Swarm  (i),  a  motion  was  made  within  the  first  four  days, 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  a  similar  defect,  but  the  Court 
refused  to  grant  a  rule,  leaving  the  defendant  to  his  writ 
of  error. 

Rule  refused. 


The  above  rule  having  been  refused,  the  defendant      Nop,  25. 
brought  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobisj  whereupon  a  cross 
motion  was  made  by  the  plaintiff,  to  amend  the  distringas 
juratores,  and  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  for  that  purpose, 
against  which 

(a)  2  Wils.  144.  (6)  9  M.  &  W.  685. 
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jsxek.  nf  Pleat f      Qrowder  and  Hurbtane  shewed  cause  (November  24). — 

This  amendment  cannot  be  made.  At  common  law,  amend- 
ments could  be  made  only  while  the  proceedings  were  in 
paper;  and  thejr  can  be  made  on  the  record  onlj  under  the 
statutes  of  amendment,  and  for  misprisions  of  the  clerk.  Now 
this  is  not  a  misprision  of  the  clerk ;  it  is  a  clear  mistriaL 
To  warrant  the  issuing  of  the  distringas,  there  must  be  an 
award  of  the  jurata;  here  they  accord,  but  the  objection  is 
that  the  award  of  jurata  is  bad,  and  gave  the  judge  no  au- 
thority to  try  the  cause.  The  nisi  prius  record  is  now  flie 
first  entry  of  the  proceedings  in  an  action,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  amend  by.  There  are  seyeral  cases  to  shew  that 
an  amendment  of  this  nature  cannot  be  made :  Com.  Dig., 
Amendment  (B.)  and  (CI);  Vin.  Abr.,  Amendment;  CkiU 
Y.  Harvey  (a),  Crowder  v.  Rooke  (6),  Blackamor^s  eoie  {e), 
Rogers  t.  Smith  {d).  In  Bullock  v.  Partone  (e),  a  bad  dis* 
tringas  was  amended  by  the  yenire,  but  there  the  latter 
was  correct.  Sherman  v.  Tinaley  (/)  may  be  dted  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  what  was  said  there  as  to  an  amendment  was 
a  mere  dictum,  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case.  It 

is  clear  that  this  is  not  a  case  within  the  statute  of  jeobilSi 

• 

BarsioWj  contrd. — ^This  is  a  mere  misprision  of  the  derL 
The  proper  return  day,  the  2nd  of  November,  appears  in 
the  writ  of  distringas,  but  in  the  wrong  part  of  it^ — ^it  is 
the  teste  instead  of  the  return ;  and  all  that  is  sought  is  a 
mere  transposition  of  the  dates.  Dunbar  y.  Hitchcock  (g) 
shews  how  far  the  Court  will  carry  the  power  of  amend- 
ment of  the  record,  even  after  error  brought.  Here  the 
venire,  which  is  the  principal  jury  process,  is  perfectif 
correct,  and  the  distringas  may  be  amended  by  it.  The 
jurata  is  not  the  award  of  the  Court,  but  merely  the  act  of 

(a)  1  Salk.  48.  M.  760. 

lb)  2  Wils.  144.  (e)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1143. 

(c)  8  Rep.  150.  (f)  4  Scott,  286. 

(d)  1  Ad.  &  E.  772 ;  3  Nev.  &  (/)  3  M.  &  SeL  591. 
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the  clerk.     fValdo  v.  Harrison  (a)  is  expressly  in  point  to  ^<*-  ^  ^'«"t 
shew  that  such  a  defect  as  this  is  amendable.     {Piorke,  B; 


— There  the  amendment  was  made  on  the  supposition 
that  the  statute  of  5  Oeo.  1,  c.  13,  applied ;  but  the  au- 
thorities shew  that  it  applies  onlj  to  writs  original  and 
judicial,  and  not  to  jury  process.]  In  Bullock  y.  Parsons, 
the  amendment  was  not  made  at  all  under  the  authority  of 
that  statute.  [Parke,  B. — ^In  Gilbert's  History  of  the 
Common  Fleas,  p.  177,  it  is  laid  down  that  every  defect  is 
amendable,  provided  the  venire  and  distringas  are  between 
the  same  parties  and  in  the  same  cause.]  In  Crowder  v* 
Rooke,  the  attorney  had  been  apprised  of  the  defect  before 
the  trial,  and  the  amendment  was  refused  mainly  on  that 
ground.    Rogers  v.  Smith  was  decided  on  the  statutes  of 

jeofails. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
On  this  day,  ^^  25. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said — In  the  case  of  Cheese  v. 
Scales,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  the  amendment 
ought  to  be  made  absolute.  My  brother  Parke  has  looked 
into  the  authorities,  and  is  prepared  to  state  the  reasons  of 
our  judgment. 

Parke,  B. — [After  stating  the  facts,  he  continued]: 
The  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  authorities, 
this  amendment  can  be  made. 

This  depends  on  the  statutes  of  amendments,  and  not  on 
the  statutes  of  jeofails.  By  these  statutes,  and  particularly 
the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  12,  the  courts  are  empowered  to  examine 
and  amend,  in  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  what  they  shall 
think  in  their  discretion  to  be  the  misprision  of  their  clerks, 
in  any  record,  process,  &c.,  writ,  panel,  or  return;  and 
these  amendments  may  be  made  before  or  after  error 
brought:  but  in  order  to  amend  on  these  statutes,  there 
miist  be  something  to  amend  by. 

(a)  Barnes,  5. 
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Steh.  of  Pleat,      Now^  in  the  present  case,  the  yenire  fadas  is  correct;  it 

is  made  returnable  immediately,  as  by  the  atat.  8  fc  4 
Will.  4,  c.  67,  s.  2,  it  may  be.  The  writ  of  diatringaa 
joratores  is  incorrect;  it  commands  the  sheriff  to  ha?e  the 
bodies  of  the  jurors  in  vacation,  instead  of  the  first  day  of 
the  following  term,  and  it  is  tested  on  the  day  on  whidi 
it  ought  to  have  been  returned.  But  these  are  eyidaitly 
misprisions  of  the  clerk,  who  is  considered  as  haying  pre» 
pared  and  issued  the  writ;  and  the  award  of  the  jurati^ 
which  is  to  be  considered  as  being  on  the  plea  roll^  is  suf- 
ficient to  amend  by,  by  altering  the  teste  of  the  writ  of 
distringas,  and  making  the  return  the  first  day  in  the  sub* 
sequent  term.  In  substance  this  writ  is  right,  and  thers 
is  no  mistrial,  for  the  jury  are  to  appear  at  GhiildhaO, 
if  the  Chief  Baron  should  come  there  on  the  15th  of  Jmt: 
he  did  come  on  that  day,  they  appeared  there,  and  there- 
fore they  were  properly  summoned  to  try  the  cause,  and 
the  proper  judices  facti;  and  the  other  branch  of  the 
alternatiye,  that  of  being  brought  to  Westminster  on  an- 
other day,  became  nugatory.  That  the  cause  was  in  fiict 
tried  at  an  adjournment  of  the  sittings  begun  on  the  ISth, 
and  after  the  day  when,  in  the  event  of  not  haying  vf' 
peared  at  Guildhall,  they  would  haye  had  to  appear  at 
Westminster,  is  immaterial. 

And  this  amendment  may  be  made  consiBtently  with 
the  authorities. 

In  Gilbert's  Hist,  of  the  C.  P.,  p.  177,  it  is  said,  "  K  the 
distringas  be  omitted,  or  wrong  in  any  of  the  particuUun 
before  mentioned,  (including  teste  and  return),  it  may  be 
amended  by  the  yenire,  for  it  is  secondary  process  to  bring 
in  the  jury.'' 

In  Bullock  y.  Parsons  (a),  a  bad  distringas  appears  to 
haye  been  amended  by  the  yenire.  So,  in  2  BoUe's  Re- 
ports, 111,  such  an  amendment  was  made.     In  JValdo  t. 

(a)  2Ld.  Raym.  1113. 
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Harrison  {a),  the  distringas  was  amended  as  to  the  return.  Exek.  of  Phm^ 
In  the  second  report  of  that  case,  it  seems  to  have  been  a  ' 

mistake  to  attribute  that  amendment  to  the  stat.  of  5 
Oeo.  1^  which  is  a  statute  of  jeofiEols;  it  must  have  been 
amended  under  the  statutes  of  amendments.  The  cases 
relied  upon  by  Mr.  Crcwder  to  the  contrary  are  distin- 
guishable. In  that  of  Crowder  v.  Rooke  (b),  the  cause  was 
tried  at  a  subsequent  sitting  to  that  at  which  the  jury  were 
to  appear  by  the  distringas,  so  that  the  jury  were  not 
properly  summoned,  and  the  proceeding  was  coram  non 
judice.  Here  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  same  sitting,  be- 
fore a  jury  properly  summoned.  On  the  same  ground, 
the  distringas  was  not  amended  in  Child  y.  Harvey  {c). 
The  day  appointed  for  the  nisi  prius  was  after  the  return 
in  Banc,  and  impossible,  and  the  Judge  was  held  to  have 
had  no  authority  to  try  by  a  jury  so  summoned.  The 
other  case  of  Rogers  y.  Smith  {d)  was  not  a  question  on  the 
statutes  of  amendments,  but  on  the  statutes  of  jeofails. 
Whether  this  defect  would  be  aided  on  error,  is  not  now 
to  be  decided. 

The  rule  must  be  absolute  on  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  application  and  writ  of  error. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  Barnes,  5.  (c)  1  Salk.  48. 

\b)  2  Wils.  144.  {d)  1  Ad.  &  £.  772. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pletu, 
1842. 

Nov,  8.  Beatthwattb  9.  George  Hitchcock. 

In  debt  for  UEBT  for  rent.     The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated 

demise  of?  »  demise^  on  the  26th  of  October,  1840,  from  the  plaintiff 

?yrtiTp?aintiff  *^  William  Hitchcock,  of  a  messuage  and  premises,  to  hold 

to  w.  H..  for  for  one  year  from  the  25th  of  December  then  last,  and  so 

one  year,  and  lo  ,  ,  , 

on  from  year  to  OH  from  year  to  year  if  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  William 
•houid  respec-  Hitchcock  should  respectively  please,  at  the  annual  rent  of 
threiy^piease,  at  £\^^  payable  quarterly  on  &c.:  that,  during  the  said 
of  140/.,  pay-  tenancy,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  July,  1841,  all  the  estate  and 
and  an  assign-'  interest  of  the  Said  W.  Hitchcock  in  the  said  messuage  and 
to^he*defend-  F*c°^ses  camc  to  and  vested  in  the  defendant,  by  assign- 
ant,  the  plain-  meut  from  the  sjud  W.  Hitchcock :  and  alleged  as  a  breach 

tin  proTed  an 

agreement  the  nonpayment  by  the  defendant  of  £35,  a  quarter's  rent 
self  only /forT  ^^^  ^^  Christmas,  1841.  There  was  also  a  count  on  an 
lease  of  the        account  stated. 

premises  by 

him  to  w.  H.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  indebitatus ; 
at  140/.  a  year)  Secondly  (to  the  first  count),  a  denial  of  the  demise  to  W. 
SdblTenrc!!  Hitchcock;  and  thirdly  (to  the  first  count),  a  denial  that 
i!^"l"tSf*'«'  tbe  estate  and  interest  of  W.  Hitchcock  vested  in  him  the 

but  that  W.  H. 

had  entered       defendant :  on  which  issues  were  joined. 
shorUy  after^"        At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex 

sittings  after  last  term,  the  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  an 
had  paid  two      agreement,  dated  the  17th  December,  1840,  and  signed  by 

quarters  rent,  ,      ,  .      ,  ^  0 

at  the  rate  of  the  plaintiff  Only,  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  execute  a 

H€id%\k9x\^  ^^*3^  0^  *  cottage  &c.  to  W.  Hitchcock,  for  seven  years, 

''"•^®"®"^  at  a  yearly  rent  of  £140,  payable  quarterly.     It   was 

tenancy  from  provcd  that  uo  Icasc  had  been  executed  in  pursuance  of 

vear  to  vear  as 

stated  in  the'      the  agreement,  but  that  W.  Hitchcock  had  entered  into 

it^thkh  w.*h!  possession  of  the  cottage  shortly  after  the  date  of  the 

had  an  assign-    agreement,  and  had  paid  two  quarters'  rent  up  to  Mid- 

Where,  on      summcr,  1841,  at  the  rate  of  £140  a  year.    The  plaintiff 

the  non-pro- 
duction of  a  deed  after  notice  to  produce,  the  opposite  party  calls  a  witness  who  proves  a  copy 
compared   by  him  with  the  original  deed,  such  copy  may   be  read  without  being  stamped; 
for  it  is  only  used,  in  point  of  law,  to  refresh  the  witness's  memory  as  to  the  contents  of  the 
deed. 


the  date  of  the 
agreement,  and 
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then  proved  a  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce  a  deed  of  ^'^^-  </  i''«<»« 

1842 
assignment^  bearing  date  the  17th  July^  1841^  <^  the  cottage^  - 

from  W.  Hitchcock  to  the  defendant :  and  on  its  nonpro-  Braythwaiw 
duction^  called  a  witness^  who  produced  a  paper  which  he  Hitchcock. 
said  was  a  true  copy  of  the  original  assignment,  which  he 
had  read  and  compared  with  it.  It  was  objected  that  this 
copy  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  for  want  of  a  stamp ; 
but  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  overruled  the  objectiouj  and  the 
copy  was  read :  fi^m  which  it  appeared^  that  by  the  deed 
of  assignment,  which  was  executed  both  by  W.  Hitchcock 
and  the  defendant,  after  reciting  the  agreement  of  the  17th 
December,  1840,  and  that  no  lease  had  been  executed  in 
pursuance  thereof,  W.  Hitchcock  assigned  to  the  defend- 
ant, his  executors,  8bc.,  all  the  said  agreement,  and  all  be- 
nefit and  advantage  thereof,  and  all  his  estate,  title^  and 
interest  therein,  to  hold  to  the  defendant,  his  executors,  &c.^ 
absolutely,  subject  nevertheless  to  a  proviso  for  redemption. 
It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  a  demise  whereby  a  tenancy  from  year  to 
year  was  created,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
a  verdict  for  £S5,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  assignment. 

Hrle  now  moved  accordingly  for  a  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  evidence  of  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  between 
the  plaintiff  and  W.  Hitchcock,  or  of  the  assignment  of 
such  an  interest  to  the  defendant. — ^First,  the  copy  of  the 
assignment  was  inadmissible  for  want  of  a  stamp.  The 
stamp  acts,  44  Geo.  8,  c.  98,  sched.  A,  and  48  Gteo.  8,  c.  149, 
sched.  I,  part  1,  impose  a  duty  upon  ''every  copy  attested 
to  be  a  true  copy^  in  the  form  which  hath  been  commonly 
used  for  that  purpose,  or  in  any  other  manner  authenti- 
cated or  declared  to  be  a  true  copy,  or  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  given  in  evidence  as  a  true  copy,  of  any 
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Bxch.  rf  PUmt,  agreement^  contract^  bond^  deed^  or  other  instrument  of 
y^^^Ji^    conveyance,  or  any  other  deed  whatsoever:''  and  there  is  a 

Bratthwaytb  proviso,  that  all  copies  which  shall  at  any  time  be  offered 
Hitchcock.  ^  evidence,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  for  that 
purpose.  A  stamp  is  therefore  required  for  every  copy  of 
an  instrument,  before  it  can  be  read  in  evidence  as  audi 
copy;  the  only  exception  to  the  rule  being  where  the  docu- 
ment is  not  read  or  receivable  as  such,  but  is  used  merely 
as  a  memorandum  to  refresh  the  memory  of  a  witness. 

Secondly,  under  the  agreement  recited  in  the  deed,  W. 
Hitchcock  was  a  mere  tenant  at  will,  no  lease  having  been 
executed,  and  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  firom  which 
to  infer  a  demise  from  year  to  year,  as  alleged  in  the  de> 
daration.  He  had  therefore  no  assignable  interest  in  the 
premises. — He  referred  to  BrasMer  v.  Jackson  (a). 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — I  think  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient to  shew  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  under  the 
agreement,  which  was  duly  executed  by  the  plaintiff; 
the  cases  which  have  been  decided  on  this  point  go  full^ 
that  length.  Here  there  is  the  additional  fact  of  an  ad- 
mission under  the  defendant's  hand,  in  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment,  that  an  agreement  for  the  lease  was  executed  by  the 
plaintiff.  But  the  plaintiff's  case  does  not  rest  solely  on 
the  agreement  to  let ;  there  is  the  fact  of  William  Hitch- 
cock having  been  in  the  possession  of  the  cottage  for 
more  than  a  year,  and  having  paid  two  quarters'  rent 
under  the  agreement.  William  Hitchcock  had  therefore 
an  assignable  interest,  which  passed  to  the  defendant  un- 
der the  deed  proved  at  the  trial.  As  to  the  other  point,  I 
think  the  provisions  of  the  Stamp  Acts  relate  only  to  such 
copies  as  are  evidence  per  se,  and  that  the  word  ''copy" 
there  means  an  authenticated  copy,  receivable  as  evidence 
in  the  first  instance.  Here  the  copy  was  evidence,  only 
because  the  party  who  produced  it  had  compared  it  with 
the  original,  and  swore  to  the  contents  of  it,  word  for  word. 


(a)  6  M.  &  W.  549. 


i 
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ParkIj  B, — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Although  the  ^ch.  rf  Pleat, 
law  is  clearly  settled^  that  where  there  has  been  an  agree-  '  ^ 

ment  for  a  lease^  and  an  occupation  without  payment  of  Bratthwattb 
renty  the  occupier  is  a  mere  tenant  at  will;  yet  it  has  been  Hitchcock. 
held  that  if  he  subsequently  pays  rent  under  that  agree-' 
ment^  he  thereby  becomes  tenant  from  year  to  year. 
Paymellj^  of  rent^  indeed^  must  be  understood  to  mean  a 
payment  with  reference  to  a  yearly  holding ;  for  in  Bich- 
ardson  v.  Langridge  (a)^  a  party  who  had  paid  rent  under 
an  agreement  of  this  description,  but  had  not  paid  it  with 
reference  to  a  year,  or  any  aliquot  part  of  a  year,  was  held 
nevertheless  to  be  a  tenant  at  will  only.  In  the  present-  ^ 
case,  there  was  distinct  proof  of  the  payment  of  rent  for 
two  quarters  of  a  year.  There  is  the  additional  fact  of  an 
occupatiolHor  more  than  a  year;  but  in  the  case  of  Cox  v* 
Bent  (i),  where  a  party,  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease, 
had  occupied  for  more  than  a  year,  the  Court  held  that  a 
tenancy  fi^m  year  to  year  existed,  not  on  the  ground  of 
the  occupation,  but  because  the  party  had  during  that 
occupation  paid  a  half-year's  rent.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
fiurt  of  such  a  payment  was  the  stronger  evidence  in  this 
cascj  and  that  William  Hitchcock  may  be  taken  to  have 
beeii^  yearly  tenant.  Then,  as  to  the  question  whether 
there  has  been  a  due  assignment  of  such  his  interest,  I 
think  it  is  clear  that  there  has;  because,  although  the 
deed  in  its  commencement  recites  only  the  agreement,  the 
operative  part  of  it  conveys  and  assigns  '^  all  that  the  here- 
inbefore recited  agreement  of  the  17th  of  December,  1840, 
and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  and  all  that  and 
those  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises  at  &c.j 
and  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  property,  claim,  and  de- 
mand whatsoever,  at  law  or  in  equity,  of  him  the  said  Wil- 
liam Hitchcock  in  the  said  premises,''  &c.  On  the  other 
point,  I  quite  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  that  no 

(a)  4  Taunt.  128.  (b)  5  Bing.  185  ;  2  M.  &  P.  281. 
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Bxek.  of  PUat,  st&mp  was  requisite,  inasmuch  as,  though  the  document 

'    might  in  form  have  been  read  as  a  copy  of  the  original,  it 

BsAYTHWAYTs  yf^^  yg^  tTuth  rcad  ouly  as  a  memorandum  to  refiresh  the 

Hitchcock,    memory  of  the  witness,  who  had  compared  it  with  the 

deed. 

OuBNEY,  B.  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — If  we  look  to  the  context  of  the  schedule  to 
the  Stamp  Act,  it  is  evident  that  the  word  ''  o^y  '^  is  not 
used  in  its  ordinary  sense ;  for  a  high  rate  of  duty  is  fint 
imposed  on  copies  authenticated  or  attested  for  the  secu- 
rity or  use  of  any  person  being  a  party  thereto,  or  taking 
any  benefit  or  interest  immediately  under  it;  and  after- 
wards a  lower  rate  of  interest  is  imposed,  where  the  copy 
is  made  for  the  use  of  any  other  person  not  being  a  party 
thereto,  or  taking  such  interest  or  benefit. 

Rule  refused. 


Kell  v.  Anderson. 

Assumpsit  on  a  charterparty,  brought  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  owner  of  the  ship  Union,  to  recover  £SS,  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  ship  on  demurrage  for  eleven  days,  at  £2  per 
day.  The  defendant,  as  to  ten  days,  denied  the  detentioii, 
and  paid  £2  into  Court. 


Nov,  8. 

By  the  stipula- 
tions of  a  char- 
terparty, the 
vessel  was  to 
take  in  a  cargo 
of  coal  at  New- 
castle, and  pro- 
ceed therewith 
to  London,  or  as 
near  thereto  as 

she  could  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  freighters  or  their  assigns,  Arc:  to  be  dellwcd 
in  five  working  days,  demurrage  over  and  above  the  said  lying  days  2/.  per  day.  ne  vessd 
arrived  in  the  port  of  London,  ofTGravesend,  on  the  9th  March,  and  on  the  10th  die  eargovat 
sold,  and  the  vessel  entered  by  the  freighters  for  a  meter.  On  the  20th  she  received  an  ordff 
from  the  harbour  master  to  proceed  to  the  Pool :  on  Monday,  the  22nd,  she  commenced  worit- 
ing  out  her  cargo,  and  was  cleared  on  the  27th.  It  appeared  that  in  consequence  of  the  laclof's 
certificate  that  she  was  a  metered  vessel,  the  harbour-master  had  detained  her  at  Oraveteod  till 
the  20th,  when  her  turn  arrived  for  her  to  proceed  to  the  Pool  and  discharge  her  cvgo;  thtf 
if  she  had  not  been  on  the  meter's  list,  this  regulation  would  not  have  applied,  and  ahe  might 
have  proceeded  to  the  Pool  at  once ;  that  it  was  occasionally  the  practice  for  fiicton  not  to  eettr 
such  vessels  in  the  meter's  list,  but  that  it  was  desirable  that  the  cargo  should  be  aold,  snlffoet 
to  metage,  by  a  sworn  meter  :— 

HMf  that  under  these  circumstances  the  vessel  was  not  to  be  considered  aa  having  arrived  at 
her  place  of  discharge  until  the  20th,  and  therefore  that  the  lying  days  did  not  begin  to  cooat 
till  then. 


J 
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At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.^  at  the  London  Exeh.  of  piea$, 
Sitting,  after  last  term,  the  charterparty  w»,  produced,  in        ^'^- 
eyidence,  and  was  as  follows : — 

'' Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  the  25th  of  Febmary,  1841. 
It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  Mr.  Edward  Kell, 
owner  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  Union,  himself  master,  of 
the  burden  of  141  register  tons  or  thereabouts,  now  in 
the  Tyne,  and  William  Anderson,  jun.,  agent  to  the  af- 
freighters,  that  the  said  ship,  being  staunch  and  strong, 
and  every  way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  shall,  with  all  con- 
venient speed,  sail  and  proceed  to  Jarrow  Quay,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and  there  load  two  keels  of 
coals,  and  the  remainder  coke,  not  exceeding  what  she  can 
reasonably  stow  and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  ap- 
parel, provisions,  and  furniture,  and  being  so  loaded  shall 
therewith  proceed  to  London,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she 
may  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  said  freighters 
or  their  assigns,  on  being  paid  freight  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  £7  per  keel  for  the  quantity  taken  on  board,  and 
also  all  charges  and  expenses  on  the  coals  and  coke,  the 
ship  paying  trimming,  pilotage,  tonnage  duty,  delivery, 
(the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every 
other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navi- 
gation of  whatever  nature  or  kind  during  the  said  voyage 
always  excepted).  The  freight  to  be  paid  in  cash  for  ship's 
use,  and  remainder  by  the  factor's  note  at  sixty  days'  date, 
one  market  day  to  be  allowed  the  said  freighter  (if  the 
ship  is  not  sooner  despatched)  for  sale,  the  vessel  to  be 
delivered  in  five  working  days,  demurrage  over  and  above 
the  said  lying  days  £2  per  day.  Penalty  for  non-perform- 
ance of  this  agreement  £90.   (Signed)  William  Anderson." 

It  appeared  that  the  vessel  arrived  in  the  port  of  Lon- 
don, off  Ghravesend,  on  the  9th  of  Mareh,  and  on  the  10th, 
being  then  ready  to  deliver  her  cargo^  she  was  entered  (as 
sold)  for  a  meter.  On  the  20th  she  received  an  order  from 
die  harbour-'master  to  proceed  to  the  Pool,  whither  she 
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Ejcch.  of  Pleas,  proceeded  accordingly ;  on  Monday  the  22nd  the  oom- 
^^^'  menced  working  out  her  cargo^  and  was  clear  on  the 
27th.  It  was  proved  that^  in  consequence  of  the  oerti- 
ficate  of  the  factor  that  she  was  a  metered  vessel,  the 
harbour-master  had  detained  her  at  Ghravesend  until  the 
20th,  when  her  turn  arrived  for  her  to  proceed  to  the 
Pool  and  discharge  her  cargo;  that  if  she  had  not  been 
entered  on  the  meter's  list,  this  regulation  would  not  have 
applied  to  her,  and  she  might  have  proceeded  to  the  Pool 
at  once;  and  that  it  was  occasionally  the  custom  for  fiustoit 
not  to  enter  vessels  of  small  burthen  and  draught,  such  as 
she  was,  in  the  meter's  list,  in  order  to  avoid  the  chance  d 
delay,  and  ensure  a  speedy  discharge  of  their  cargoes.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  was  proved  that  it  was  desirable  that 
the  cargo  should  be  sold  subject  to  metage  by  a  sworn 
meter,  and  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  her  arrival  at 
Gravesend  on  the  10th  of  March,  and  sold  the  cargo  ac- 
cordingly on  that  day. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion,  on  these  fiusts, 
that  the  ship  had  not  arrived  at  the  termination  6[  her 
voyage  until  the  20th  of  March,  ai|d  therefore  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  for  demurrage  for  one  day  only,  which  was 
covered  by  the  payment  into  Court;  and  he  accordingly 
nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  him  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  £20. 

Erie  now  moved  accordingly. — ^The  voyage  ended,  as  far 
as  the  control  of  the  master  was  concerned,  on  the  10th 
March,  when  the  ship  arrived  in  the  port  of  London,  at 
Gravesend.  She  had  then,  according  to  the  terms  of  tiie 
charterparty,  arrived  '^  at  London,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she 
might  safely  get.''  On  that  day  the  consignee  had  the 
perfect  control  of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  and  the  deten- 
tion complained  of  arose  altogether  from  the  defendant's 
having  entered  her  name,  for  his  own  benefit,  in  the 
meter's  list,  whereby  she  had  to  wait  her  turn  for  a  meter 
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till  the  20th  of  March.  The  objection  made  on  the  part  SxeK  of  PUat, 
of  the  defendant  at  the  trial  was^  that  the  ship  had  not 
nntil  then  arrived  at  her  place  of  delivery :  bnt  the  answer  is^ 
that  as  between  the  owner  and  the  consignee^  when  she  had 
arrived  at  a  place  within  the  port  of  London^  ready  to  de- 
liver hercargo^  and  where  her  subsequent  movements  were 
within  the  control  of  the  consignee^  that  was  virtually  the 
place  of  delivery*  What  is  the  place  of  discharge  must  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  cargo^  and  to 
the  usage  of  trade  and  the  requisitions  of  the  port  as  to 
such  a  class  of  vessels.  In  Ijeer  v.  Yates  {a),  a  general  ship 
took  brandies  on  board  underbills  of  lading  which  allowed 
twenty  lay  days  after  arrival  for  delivery  of  the  goods  in 
London,  and  stipulated  for  the  payment  of  demurrage  at 
£4  a  day  after  the  expiration  of  that  time.  Some  of  the 
consignees  choosing  to  have  their  goods  bonded,  the  vessel 
was  unable  to  make  her  delivery  at  the  London  Docks  until 
forty-six  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  twenty  days ;  some 
of  the  goods,  which  were  undermost,  could  not,  although 
demanded,  be  taken  out  till  the  upper  tiers  were  cleared. 
There  it  was  held  that  each  of  those  consignees  was  liable 
for  demurrage  for  the  forty-six  days.  There,  no  doubt,  the 
vessel  was  actually  in  dock,  but  she  could  not  come  to  the 
actual  place  of  unloading.  The  general  rule  is  laid  down 
in  Abbott  on  Shipping,  p.  266,  ''  that  if  the  merchant 
covenant  to  do  a  particular  act  which  it  becomes  impnuN 
ticable  for  him  to  do,  he  must  answer  for  his  default, 
unless  the  act  be  or  become  contrary  to  the  law  of  his 
country.''  That  rule  goes  even  further  than  the  present 
argument  requires.  Here  the  ship  was  at  her  place  of  de« 
livery,  according  to  the  reasonable  meaning  of  the  contract 
as  between  these  parties,  on  her  arrival  at  a  place  where 
she  was  under  the  control  of  the  consignee,  the  defendant 

« 

(a)  3  Taunt.  387. 
VOL.  X.  L  L  M.  W. 
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ing  Tinnecessanly  to  have  a  meter. 

Lord  Abinoeb^  C.  B^ — ^I  thought^  that  as  no  time  wai 
limited  by  the  charterparty  from  which  the  demmiage 
was  to  be  reckoned,  it  must  be  reckoned  firom  the  time  of 
the  ship's  arrival  at  the  ordinary  place  of  discharge;  and 
that  if  she  was  prerented  firom  discharging  sooner  by  the 
default  of  the  defendant^  that  should  have  been  the  snigect 
of  an  action  on  the  case^  and  not  of  an  action  for  demur* 
rage.  I  still  retain  the  opinion  I  had  at  the  trial,  that  the 
days  of  demurrage  must  be  counted  firom  the  time  of  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  at  the  place  of  discharge^  according  to 
the  usage  of  the  port. 

Pabke^  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  question  in  thk 
case  is  one  of  fact,  namely,  at  what  time  the  vesael  arrived 
at  her  place  of  discharge,  according  to  the  usage  of  the 
port  of  London  for  such  vessels.  No  doubt  the  general 
course  of  business  of  the  port  is  to  have  a  meter  employed 
for  such  vessels;  and  the  occasional  practice  of  not  enter- 
ing small  vessels  on  the  meter's  list  is  merely  the  exceptum 
to  the  rule.  It  is  purely  a  question  of  fSoct,  as  to  the  pro* 
per  construction  of  the  charterparty.  Leer  v.  YaieB  turned 
entirely  upon  the  words  ''  after  arrival,''  by  which  the  par* 
ties  had  bound  themselves. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  tke 
time  from  which  the  days  are  to  be  calculated  is  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel  in  the  usual  place  of  discharge  for  ooUien; 
that  is,  in  the  Pool.  If  the  parties  mean  otherwise^  it 
is  very  easy  for  them  to  employ  words  to  express  their 
meaning. 

BoLFE^  B.^  concurred, 

Bule  refused* 
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Bxch.  of  PUai, 
1842. 

Wilson  and  Others  v.  Whitehead^  Ackbrmann^  and         j^ov.  lo. 

Carlston. 

/\.SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered^  and  upon  an  A.,  B ,  and 
account  stated.     The  defendants  Ackermann  and  Carleton  agreed  that 
pleaded  non  assumpsemnt^  on  which  issue  was  joined ;  the  ^^"^  'out  wid 
defendant  Whitehead  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and  certifi-  be  jointly  in- 

,  terested  in  a 

cate^  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  him.    At  the  periodical  pub- 
trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  0.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  ll^"tobe the 
after  last  Term,  it  was  admitted  that  paper  of  the  value  of  publisher,  and 

^     ,  to  make  and 

iE298  had  been  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  whole-  receive  ^nerai 

sale  stationers,  to  the  defendant  Whitehead,  who  carried  tobrthe'editor, 

on  business  as  a  printer  under  the  name  of  Whitehead  &  ^J^  .^^*„i 

Co.,  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  by  him  in  printing  the  *ft«'  payment 

Sporting  Review,  of  which  publication  he  was  part  propri-  they  were  to 

etor.    In  order  to  establish  the  joint  liability  with  him  of  fits  of  the  work 

the  other  defendants.  Whitehead's  foreman  was  called,  «<i»»"y;   ^' 

'  '    was  to  furnish 

who  stated  that  there  had  been  a  verbal  agreement  be-  the  paper,  and 

,-,-,  -    charge  it  to  the 

tween  the  three  defendants,  that  they  should  brmg  out  and  account  at  cost 
be  jointly  interested  in  the  Sporting  Beview :  Ackermann  Jrofiu  were 
was  to  be  the  publisher,  and  to  make  and  receive  general  «^«'  ">*•*«»  "o' 

any  accounts 

payments,  Carleton  to  be  the  editor,  and  Whitehead  the  settled.    The 
printer;  and  after  payment  of  all  expenses,  the  three  were  j^igbed  paper  to 
to  share  the  profits  of  the  publication  equally.  Whitehead  ^J^/oViU"'* 
was  to  furnish  the  paper  for  the  work,  and  charge  it  to  the  used  by  him  in 

1  .      .         printing  the 

account  at  cost-pnce,  and  was  also  to  charge  the  printing  periodical:— 
at  "master's  prices/'     He  ftimished  accounts  accordingly  ^a'c.  were  not 
to  Ackermann  from  time  to  time,  but  no  settlement  of  jointly  liable 

'  with  A.  for  the 

accounts  ever  took  place,  nor  were  any  profits  ever  realized  price  of  iu 
from  the  work. 

On  this  evidence,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion 
that  the  other  defendants  were  not  jointly  liable  with 
Whitehead  in  this  action,  and  accordingly  directed  a  non- 
suit, giving  the  plaintiffs  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  £298. 

ll2 
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^  *    '    prored  at  the  trial,  hj  wliidi  the  deCendanta  were  to  be 

Wf Lfov  jointlf  interested  in  the  profits  of  the  werk^  eonatitiited  a 
Whitkbiap.  partnership  between  them  in  respect  of  it,  and  made  them 
all  liable,  when  the  partnership  was  disoofered,  fat  goods 
supplied  to  any  of  them  fxx  the  purposes  of  the  wcrii^: 
SaviOe  t.  Robertstm  (a),  GouikwaUe  t.  DmekwaHh  (i). 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  did  the  other  defendants 
authorize  Whitehead  to  purchase  the  paper  on  their  ae- 
count,  or  on  his  own?  It  appears  to  me,  on  the  tme 
construction  of  the  contract,  that  the  latter  waa  the 
case.  ^Vhen  the  paper  was  in  his  pos8es8k>n,  he  was  at 
liberty  to  have  appropriated  it  to  any  other  purpose  than 
to  the  Sporting  Review.  This  is  very  much  like  the 
ordinary  case  of  coach  proprietors,  where  each  horses  the 
coach  for  one  or  more  stages,  and  each  agrees  to  bring 
into  the  concern  the  work  and  labour  of  his  horses,  and 
none  of  the  others  has  any  interest  in  them,  though  sD 
share  in  the  profits.]  Those  cases  proceed  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  notorious  to  all  that  each  does  so  work  with  his 
own  horses.  [Parke,  B. — ^Not  at  all;  but  on  the  ground 
that  such  is  the  authority  given.  So  here,  on  the  tme  con- 
struction of  the  agreement,  the  view  taken  by  my  Lord 
at  the  trial  was  perfectly  correct ;  the  agreement  is  thst 
Whitehead  shall  furnish  the  paper  on  his  own  account.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  retain  the  opinion  which  I 
expressed  at  the  trial. 

Parke,  B.,  Gurney,  B.,  and  Rolfs,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  4  T.  R.  720.  (b)  12  East,  421. 
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Exeh,  ofPieaSf 

Hawlet  r,  Cadbury*  ^ 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  g^^  j^^j  *  i^' 

account  stated.    Plea,  non  assumpsit.    At  the  trial,  before  >"«>i^«nt  cir- 
cumstances, as- 
the  Secondary  of  London,  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  was  signed  his 

stated  to  be,  that  he  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  and  other  defe^ndant,  la 
persons,  being  creditors  of  one  SoUinger,  a  grocer  and  a'lld  dUtrfbut 
cheesemonger,  who  was  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  the  proceeds 
Sollinger  made  an  assignment  of  his  stock  in  trade,  fix-  his  creditors,  of 
tures,  &c.  to  the  defendant,  who  was  either  to  carry  on  the  pui^iuiffwas 
trade  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  or  to  sell  and  distri-  °"«;.  T*lf  **'? 

realized  2«.  6d. 

bute  the  proceeds  among  the  creditors.     The  business  not  in  the  pound  on 
being  adequate  to  meet  the  expenses  of  carrying  it  on,  the  the  debts," and 
defendant  sold  the  stock  in  trade,  fee,  which  realized  28.6d.  promfsed'the' 
in  the  pound  on  the  gross  amount  of  the  debts;  and  the  pjaintiffiopay 

him  his  propor* 

defendant  expressly  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  his  tion:~^e/if, 
proportion  of  the  composition,  amounting  to  5/.  5*.,  but  for'l'nf/had 
had  failed  to  do  so,  and  this  action  was  brought  to  recover  f  ****  received, 

'  ^  °  brought  by  the 

it.     To  prove  this  case  Sollinger  was  called  as  a  witness  plaintiff  against 
by  the  plaintiff.     It  was  objected  for  the  defendant  that  recover  such 
the  witness  was  incompetent,  inasmuch  as  by  a  verdict  for  s^^'aTOmpe- 
the  plaintiff  his  debt  would  be  diminished  pro  tanto.    The  ^"^  witness  for 

"I   •      •/*»  ^_    J  •*•        ^^*  plaintiff. 

objection  was  overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict, 
damages  5/.  bs, 

miles  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. — ^The  witness  was 
incompetent.  By  the  plaintiff's  succeediilg,  he  would  get 
clear  of  the  composition  of  2«.  M.  in  the  pound  on  his 
debt:  he  had  therefore  an  interest  in  the  result  of  the  suit, 
independently  of  the  verdict^s  being  evidence  in  a  subse- 
quent action  as  between  him  and  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  having  expressly  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the 
29.  6d,  in  the  pound,  the  witness  could  not  afterwards  re- 
cover it  back  from  the  defendant.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Supposing  A.,  owing  B.  money,  pays  it  to  a  banker  to  pay 
over  to  B.,  may  not  B.  sue  the  banker  for  it,  and  call  A. 
as  a  witness?]     Not  where  the  banker  has  entered  into  a 
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certain  restrictions)  should  have  the  like  effect  upon^  the  Bxch.  of  PUatt 
person  and  estate  of  every  individual  shareholder,  as  if  he  ^  _^' 
had  been  by  name  a  party  to  such  proceedings/'  And 
sect.  12  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff 
to  cause  execution  issued  upon  any  judgment  obtained 
against  the  nominal  party  ''to  be  issued  against  all  or 
any  of  the  shareholders  for  the  time  being  of  the  com- 
pany; and  if  such  execution  shall  be  inefficient  to  obtain 
satisfaction  of  the  sums  sought  to  be  recovered  thereby, 
then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  cause  execution  to  be 
issued  against  any  person  who  was  a  shareholder  of  the 
company  at  the  time  when  the  contract  was  entered  into 
upon  which  such  action  or  suit  shall  have  been  instituted: 
Provided  always,  that  no  such  execution  against  any  per* 
son  being  or  having  ceased  to  be  a  shareholder  shall  be 
issued  without  leave  first  granted  by  the  Court  in  which 
such  judgment,  decree,  or  order  shall  have  been  obtained^ 
upon  a  motion  in  open  Court,  and  after  notice  of  such 
motion  given  to  the  person  sought  to  be  charged/'  In 
this  case  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  expenses 
of  printing  advertisements,  notices,  &c.,  for  the  company, 
on  the  order  of  the  secretary,  before  the  passing  of  the  act 
of  Parliament.  The  plaintiff  had  issued  execution  against 
the  secretary,  but  such  execution  had  proved  ineffectual* 
Welby  was  a  shareholder  of  the  company  at  the  time  of 
the  judgment,  and  at  the  time  when  the  goods  were  sup* 
plied,  and  notice  of  this  application  had  been  given  to  him* 

Peacock  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — ^In  the  first 
place,  no  execution  can  issue  against  a  shareholder  merely 
as  such,  without  a  previous  scire  facias ;  Hansford  v.  Bosan^ 
guet  (a).  The  terms  of  this  act  of  Parliament  are  substan- 
tially the  same  as  those  of  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  9.  And 
it  makes  no  difference  that  here  the  party  to  be  affected  by 
the  judgment  is,  by  the  act,  to  have  notice  of  the  motion 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  £.  813 ;  2  G.  &  D.  324. 
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Exeh,  rf  PUoit  for  leave  to  issue  execution :  a  scire  facias  is  equally  neces- 
'  ^     sary;  EardUy  v.  Law  {a). 
Clowes  But^  secondly^  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  execution  ought 

Brbttblu  to  issue  at  all  against  an  individual  shareholder.  Here  the 
action  is  brought  for  charges  incurred  before  the  passing  of 
the  act.  That  is  a  case  provided  for  by  the  32nd  section, 
which  provides  that  all  the  costs  and  expenses  attending  the 
applying  for,  obtaining,  and  passing  the  act  shall  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  company,  in  preference  to  all  other 
payments  whatsoever.  In  Garden  v.  The  General  Cemetery 
Company  (i),  where  the  act  of  Parliament  constituting  the 
company  contained  a  similar  provision,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  (although  himself  a  member  of  the  company) 
might  sue  the  company  in  debt  for  his  time  and  trouble, 
and  money  expended,  in  obtaining  the  act.  The  object  of 
the  act  of  Parliament  was  to  give  a  remedy  for  a  claim  of 
this  kind  against  the  funds  of  the  company,  not  against  an 
individual  shareholder.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— If  the  act 
had  not  passed,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  a  right  to  sue 
every  subscriber  who  could  be  fixed  for  the  amount  of  the 
goods  supplied  by  him.]  By  sect.  13,  every  person  against 
whom  any  such  execution  shall  have  issued  as  mentioned 
in  sect.  12,  shall  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
company,  or  by  contributions  from  the  other  shareholders: 
sect.  14  gives  him  a  remedy  over,  in  case  he  be  not  reim- 
bursed within  fourteen  days,  by  execution  upon  the  same 
judgment  against  the  property  of  the  company;  and  then 
by  sect.  15,  if  he  be  not  fully  paid  by  those  means^  he  may 
divide  the  amount  not  reimbursed  to  him  into  as  many 
equal  parts  as  there  are  then  shares  in  the  capital  of  the 
company,  and  every  shareholder  for  the  time  being  is  to 
be  liable  in  respect  thereof,  according  to  the  number  of 
his  shares.  So  that,  if  an  execution  were  to  go  against 
Mr.  Welby,  he  may  divide  the  amount  under  s.  15,  and 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  E.  803 ;  4  P.  &         (6)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  258 ;  7  Scott, 
D.  379.  97. 
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compel  payment  from  the  members  of  the  company^  al-  E^ek.  ^  ?&«, 

though  they  were  not  shareholders  at  the  time  when  the 

goods  were  supplied.  That  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 

proviso  in  sect.  12,  that  no  shareholder  shall  be  liable  for 

any  other  or  greater  sum  than  might  have  been  recovered 

if  the  act  had  not  been  passed.    [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The 

shareholders  must  look  to  it,  and,  before  they  subscribe, 

see  in  what  state  the  company  is.     The  act  makes  this  a 

debt  of  the  company.] 

-  Willes,  contra,  urged  that  execution  ought  to  issue  in 
the  first  instance,  without  a  scire  facias,  inasmuch  as  the 
11th  section  enabled  the  party  to  have  execution  against 
the  person  and  estate  of  every  shareholder,  as  if  he  had 
been  by  name  a  party  to  the  proceedings. 

Per  Curiam. — ^We  think  there  should  be  a  scire  facias, 
and  then,  if  any  point  can  be  raised  on  the  construction  of 
the  act  of  Parliament,  it  may  be  raised  upon  the  scire 
figu^ias,  and  solemnly  determined. 

Rule  accordingly  (a). 

(a)  See  IVinsifield  v.  Barton,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  355. 


Pratt  v.  Delarue.  jVbr.  17. 

XN  this  case  the  action  was  commenced  on  the  6th  of  Oc-  A  plaintiff  su- 
tober:  on  the  15th,  the  plaintiflF  obtained  an  order  to  sue  JTanperisT  ex- 
in  form&  pauperis.    An  order  was  afterwards  made  by  Lord  ^J"?^***  fr®"  ^ 

*      *  ^  ^  the  payment  of 

Abinffer,  C.  B.,  allowing  the  defendant  a  month's  time  to  interlocutory 
plead.    The  plainti£f  took  out  a  summons  before /?o(^,  B.,  final  costi. 
to  rescind  that  order,  and  after  hearing  the  parties,  the 
learned  Baron  (not  being  aware  that  the  plaintiff  was  suing 
in  formft  pauperis)  ordered  that  the  summons  should  be 


no 


refined,  "'with  coiti  to  lie  taxed  Vr  die  MMtcr,  nd  pnd 

bj^  tbe  pfauttf ."^ 


DcLtMi.         Harm  lading  nhCmird  m  Tide  to 
order  shoaki  not  be  awmdrd,  hf 


Otter  DOW  sheved  canae.— There  k  no  diatinclMm  be- 
tween a  panper  pbuntiff  and  an j  other,  in  regard  to  tte 
power  of  a  jod^  at  rhamhera  to  impoK  eoeta.  At  oom- 
mon  law,  neither  plaintiff  nor  *l»<iwMl»t^  obtained  eoeti; 
but  bj  the  ftat.  of  Gloucerter,  6  Ed.  1,  coata  were  gifcn  to 
the  plaintiff  in  all  caies  where  he  obtained  damagea*  Now 
these  costs  maj  be  divided  into  two  poftions^  Ae  one  eon* 
sisting  of  court  fees  and  the  &es  to  comwd  and  attorney; 

By  staL  11  Hen.  7,  c  12,  a  panper  plaintiff  waa  exenqpted 
from  the  payment  of  the  first  portion;  and  after  the  rmriTig 
of  that  statute,  if  a  panper  socoeeded,  he  would  recuier  both 
descriptions  of  costs  from  the  opposite  party;  if  he  fidled, 
he  was  exempt  from  payment  of  the  coort  fees  and  fises  to 
connsel  and  attorney,  and  he  paid  no  costs  to  the  opposite 
party^  because  at  that  time  a  defendant  though  he  suc- 
ceeded in  the  suit^  got  no  costs.  To  remedy  this  the  stat* 
23  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  was  passed;  and  by  the  first  section  of  thb 
statute^  a  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  costs  where  the  plain- 
tiff was  nonsuited  or  a  verdict  went  against  him.  Now  the 
words  of  this  clause  being  general,  a  pauper  plaintiff  would 
have  been  liable  to  costs,  if  he  were  nonsuited  or  a  verdict 
went  against  him;  but  then  the  second  section  enacts,  that 
provided  he  were  admitted  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  at  the 
commencement  of  the  siiit,  he  shall  not  be  liable  to  the 
costs  imposed  by  virtue  of  that  statute;  viz.,  in  the  case  of 
his  being  nonsuited,  or  a  verdict  being  obtained  against 
him.  K  therefore  a  pauper  plaintiff  were  admitted  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he  was  exempt  from  payment 
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of  court  fees,  and  fees  to  counsel  and  attorney^  by  stat.  Bxek.  of  PUat, 
II  Hen.  7,  and  he  came  directly  within  the  exemption  of 
the  second  section  of  23  Hen.  8;  if  he  were  admitted  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit^  then  he  was  still  exempt 
from  payment  of  the  fees  under  stat.  11  Hen.  7>  but  he 
would  be  liable  to  pay  the  costs  to  the  opposite  party,  if  he 
were  nonsuited  or  a  verdict  went  against  him.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  a  pauper  may  be  admitted  to  sue,  and  so  en- 
titled to  all  the  benefits  of  the  stat.  11  Hen.  7,  either  be- 
fore or  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Now  in  this 
case  the  action  was  commenced  on  the  6th  October,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  not  admitted  a  pauper  until  the  16th.  It  is 
submitted,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  distinction  between 
a  pauper  and  any  other  person  as  to  his  liability  to  costs  in 
such  a  case,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  statutes.  Then  as 
to  the  practice.  It  is  certainly  generally  stated  in  the 
books  of  practice,  that  a  pauper  may  recover  costs  though 
he  pays  none ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  proposition  must 
be  limited  to  that  portion  of  the  costs  which  consists  of 
court  fees  and  fees  to  counsel  and  attorney:  for  the  reason  of 
this  proposition  is  given  in  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  125,  and  8  Bla. 
Com.  400,  that  the  counsel  and  clerks  are  bound  to  give  their 
labour  to  him,  but  not  to  his  antagonist.  The  cases  also 
which  are  usuaUy  cited  in  support  of  this  proposition,  do 
not  support  it.  Bice  v.  Brown  (a)  only  shews  that  a  pauper 
shall  recover  his  costs  if  he  succeed;  and  the  case  of  Blood 
V.  Lee  {b)  was  adjourned,  and  even  if  were  considered  as  a 
decision,  it  does  not  appear  from  the  report  whether  the 
pauper  was  admitted  before  or  after  the  commencement  of 
the  suit;  and  upon  the  distinction  above  taken,  this  cir- 
cumstance would  be  all  important. 

Horn,  contra. — The  uniform  practice  for  several  centuries 
has  been  for  paupers  to  be  exempted  from  the  payment  of 

(a)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  39.  (6)  3  Wilg.  24. 
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leat,  costs^  without  any  distiiiction  between  interlocutoiy  and 
.^  final  costs;  and  the  court  will  not  disturb  that  practice, 
r  merely  because  they  think  that  the  language  of  ancient 
UB.  statutes^  if  subjected  to  strict  verbal  criticism^  will  not 
support  it  to  the  letter.  Long  usage^  in  matters  of  this 
haturCi  has  the  effect  of  a  binding  decision.  Before  the 
rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  the  mode  of  punishing  a  pauper 
for  any  misconduct  in  the  course  of  the  cause  was  by  dis- 
paupering him;  and  the  power  thereby  given  to  the  Court, 
of  inflicting  costs  on  a  pauper  plaintiff  in  the  case  there 
mentioned^  shews  that,  in  the  opinion  of  those  who  framed 
the  rule,  no  such  power  existed  before.  It  must  now  be 
considered  as  settled,  since  the  case  of  Casey  v.  TomBn  (a), 
that  the  admission  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  right 
of  the  pauper  to  be  exempted  from  the  payment  of  costs  (£). 
But  even  admitting  that  he  may  be  subject  to  interlocu- 
tory costs,  he  ought  at  all  events,  by  analogy  to  the  rule 
of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  to  be  called  upon  by  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  he  should  not  pay  them. 

• 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — Undoubtedly,  if  our  decision  in 
this  case  depended  solely  upon  the  wording  of  the  statute 
of  23  Hen.  8, 1  should  think  that  a  pauper  would  not  be 
protected  thereby  from  the  payment  of  interlocutory  costs, 
for  costs  in  the  cause  would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  mean  final 
costs.  But  the  practice  of  exempting  a  pauper  from  the 
payment  of  all  costs  has  now  become  so  inveterate  that  it 
cannot  be  disturbed.  When  a  pauper  has  misconducted 
himself  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  the  proper  mode  of  sub- 
jecting him  to  the  payment  of  costs  is  by  dispaupering 
him.  That  has  undoubtedly  been  the  established  practice, 
and  is  recognized  by  one  of  the  cases  which  has  been  re- 
ferred to,  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  when 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  189.  (b)  See  the  next  case. 
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Mr.  Justice  BuUer  had  a  seat  in  that  court  (a).    It  is  not  &»?*•  of  pum, 

for  us  to  overturn  a  solemn  decision  of  that  kind.     The  *  ^ 

rule  will  therefore  be  absolute^  but  without  costs^  for  set-  P»att 

ting  aside  so  much  of  my  brother  Roi[fe*8  order  as  subjects  DsLAJiuVi, 
the  plaintiff  to  the  payment  of  costs. 

Parke^  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  this  question  does 
not  turn  on  the  construction  of  the  statute^  which  applies 
only  to  costs  payable  between  party  and  party  at  the  ter* 
mination  of  the  suit.  This  is  a  case  of  interlocutory  costs^ 
which  stands  upon  an  entirely  different  footing.  It  hasi 
certainly  been  a  long-established  practice^  that  a  paupei: 
shall  pay  no  costs  whatever ;  and  the  principle  on  which  it 
rests  was  doubtless  this^  that  it  would  be  a  great  wrong  to 
compel  a  person  to  pay  costs  who  is  totally  destitute  of 
money.  This  practice^  I  think^  we  cannot  now  overturn. 
But  then  a  rule  of  Court  has  been  made^  which  directs 
''that  where  a  pauper  omits  to  proceed  to  trial  pursuant  to 
a  notice  or  undertaking,  he  may  be  called  upon  by  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  costs/ though  he  has 
not  been  dispaupered :"  and  the  question  arises,  whether 
by  that  rule  the  practice  has  been  so  far  altered,  as  that 
the  Court  has  now  a  general  power  of  inflicting  interlocu- 
tory costs,  the  two  instances  mentioned  in  the  rule  being 
put  merely  by  way  of  examples ;  or  whether  the  power  is  to 
be  restricted  to  those  particular  instances.  I  think  it 
must  be  considered  as  confined  to  the  particular  instances 
mentioned  in  that  rule,  and  that  we  cannot,  until  some 
further  rule  be  made  on  the  subject,  sanction  an  order 
which  compels  a  pauper  to  pay  interlocutory  costs. 

OuBNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE^  B. — ^When  I  made  the.  order,  I  certainly  was 

(a)  Rice  v.  Brown,  1  Bot.  &  Pul.  39;  ante,  p.  511. 
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E*ek.  of  Pkatf  not  apprised  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  admitted  to  sue 

as  a  pauper^  or  I  should  not  have  made  it.  At  the  auna 
time^  I  must  regret  that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  inflict 
interlocutory  costs ;  for  although  the  nonpayment  of  costs 
by  a  pauper  has  a  popular  sounds  and  may  in  some  cases 
be  extremely  proper^  it  certainly  is  often  made  the  means 
of  great  oppression.  In  the  present  case^  for  instance^  the 
plaintiff  had  misconducted  himself  by  not  attending  befiire 
the  Judge^  although  he  was  twice  summoned.  HowefOTi 
as  the  established  practice  has  been  not  to  inflict  costs^  I 
agree  that  the  rule  must  be  absolute  to  set  aside  that  part 
of  the  order. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Nov.  24.  Dos  d.  Ellis  t^.  Owbns. 

A  penon  ad-  J-  HE  Court  having  discharged  with  costs  (a)  the  rub 
fojlllfp^u"*  *"  ^hicl^  ^^  ^een  obtained  by  the  defendant  in  this  case,  for 
peril  after  the     setting  aside  the  order  of  Alderson,  B..  admittinir  the  ks« 

commencement  ^      ,  ,  ^ 

ofthetuit,  it  Bor  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  after  ths 

suit  or  TerdtcT  Commencement  of  the  suit,  the  latter  taxed  his  costs  of 

anVtothVwwu  ^PP^sing  that  rule,  which  were  allowed  at  the  sum  of 

antecedent  to  10/.  Is.,  and  the  defendant  tendered  to  the  Master  his  bill 

the  date  of  the 

order.  of  costs  lu  the  cause,  amounting  to  25/.  10#.  lOcf.    The 

Master  being  of  opinion  that  the  order  to  sue  in  forml 
pauperis  did  not  exempt  the  plaintiff  from  the  payment  of 
the  costs  incurred  prior  to  the  date  of  the  order,  allowed 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  17/.  Ss.  6d.  for  such  costs,  snd 
IL  128.  Sd.  for  the  costs  of  taxation,  and  made  out  an  allo- 
catur for  the  amount  of  these  two  sums,  18/.  16».  2dL,  in 
favour  of  the  defendant. 


(a)  See  9  M.  &  W,  455. 


\ 
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Toumsend  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  defendant  to  Bnh.  of  pteas, 
Bhew  cause  wbj  this  allocatur  should  not  be  set  aside  as  ' 

being  irregular^  and  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay  the 
costs  of  this  application. 

Jervis  now  shewed  cause. — The  question  in  this  case  is^ 
whether  an  order  to  sue  in  formi  pauperis^  obtained  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit^  exempts  the  plaintiff  from 
antecedent  costs.  The  cases  on  this  subject  at  common 
law  exhibit  some  contradiction^  the  true  view  of  the  statutes 
not  haying  been  brought  before  the  Court.  The  11  Hen. 
7,  c.  12^  which  conferred  the  right  to  sue  in  formfi  pauperis, 
enacts,  ''that  every  poor  person  or  persons  which  have  or 
thereafter  shall  have  cause  of  action  or  actions  against  any 
person  or  persons  within  this  realm,  shall  have,  by  the 
discretion  of  the  Chancellor  of  this  realm  for  the  time 
being,  writ  or  writs  original  and  writs  of  subpoena,  accord* 
ing  to  the  nature  of  their  causes,  therefore  nothing  paying; 
and  after  the  said  writ  or  writs  be  returned,  &c.  the  justices 
shall  assign  to  the  same  poor  person  or  persons  counsel 
learned  &c.,  and  shall  appoint  attorney  and  attorneys  for 
the  same  poor  person  or  persons,  &c.  &c.''  At  the  time  of 
this  enactment,  a  plaintiff  paid  no  costs  to  the  defendant, 
but  he  paid  the  fees  of  court,  and  to  counsel  and  attorney. 
From  this  the  act  relieves  him,  if  he  is  a  poor  person, 
whether  admitted  so  to  sue  at  the  commencement  of  the 
soit  or  afterwards.  Then  the  stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  first 
gave  a  defendant,  in  case  of  a  verdict  for  him  or  a  nonsuit, 
costs  against  a  plaintiff;  and  the  second  section,  upon 
which  the  present  question  arises,  enacts  that  all  poor 
persons,  plaintiffs,  "  which  at  the  commencement  of  their 
suits  or  actions  shall  be  admitted  to  have  their  process 
ci  charity,''  &c.  ''  shall  not  be  compelled  to  pay  any  costs 
by  virtue  and  force  of  this  statute/'  It  is  a  proviso  except- 
ing  from  the  general  operation  of  the  statute  the  persons 
mentioned  therein,  and  them  only,  vis.,  those  plamtiffs 
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Sxch.  of  Pleat,  who  are  admitted  to  sue  as  paupers  at  the  commencement 

of  their  suits.  On  the  equitable  construction  of  this  sta* 
tute  (although  in  the  cases  of  Foss  v.  Racine  {a),  and  Love- 
toell  y.  Curtis  {b),  it  was  doubted  by  this  Court)^  it  must 
now  certainly  be  taken  as  being  established^  since  the  cases 
of  Casey  v.  Tomlin  {c),  and  Brunt  y.  Wardle  (d),  that  even 
where  the  party  is  admitted  after  the  commencement  of 
the  suit^  he  is  Jrom  that  time  exempted  from  the  payment 
of  costs.  But  all  the  cases  leave  the  present  point  un« 
touched.  There  are  indeed  some  old  authorities^  in  which 
it  is  laid  down  that  a  pauper  pays  no  costs^  but  in  none  of 
them  was  the  point  now  in  question  presented  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court;  and  the  rule  of  this  Court  of  the 
year  1717  (Com.  Dig.  Form&  Pauperis,  (A.) )  is  express, 
that  ''if  admitted  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the 
pauper  is  to  give  security  to  pay  the  costs  before  admit- 
tance.'^  If  the  pauper  was  altogether  exempt  from  the 
payment  of  costs,  the  Court  would  have  had  no  authority 
to  make  such  a  rule.  In  Langley  v.  Blackerby  (e),  this 
point  did  not  arise.  In  Blood  v.  Lee  (/),  which  was  merely 
an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court  to  discharge 
the  plaintiff  out  of  custody,  the  question  was  adjourned, 
and  it  does  not  appear  to  what  conclusion  the  Court  came. 
Jn  Oats  V.  HoUiday,  there  cited,  the  Court  certainly  are  said 
to  have  resolved,  that  a  person  admitted  to  sue  in  form& 
pauperis  pendente  lite  "  shall  not  pay  costs  from  the  be- 
ginning of  the  action.^'  On  what  ground  that  case  was  put 
does  not  appear:  if  the  question  was  when  the  party  could 
be  admitted  a  pauper,  the  dictum  as  to  the  effect  upon  the 
costs  was  merely  extrajudicial.  But  there  are  some  autho- 
rities in  equity  expressly  in  point  for  the  defendant;  and 
the  statute  applies  equally  to  courts  of  equity  as  of  common 
law.    In  an  anonymous  case  in  Moseley's  Reports,  68,  it 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  610.  (d)  4  Scott,  N.  R.  188. 

(6)  5  M.  &  W.  158.  (e)  Andr.  306. 

.   (c)  7  M.  &  W.  189.  (/)  3  was.  24. 
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vas  expressly  decided  that  a  pauper  admitted  after  the  Exeh.  of  pieoM, 

commencement  of  the  suit  was  liable  to  antecedent  costs.     > zl 

The  same  principle  was  recognised  in  the  cases  of  Wilkin- 
son  y.  Belsher  {a),  and  Nash  y.  Yorston  {b).  And  in  Daven- 
port y.  Davenport  {c),  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  says, 
''  The  plaintiff  then  proceeds  with  the  suit^  and  afterwards 
obtains  the  common  order  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis^  which 
does  not  affect  costs  incurred  preyiously^  and  up  to  the 
date  of  that  order^  and  for  payment  whereof  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendants  a  distinct  order  was  made  by  the 
court/' 

Toumsend,  in  support  of  the  rule. — So  long  as  the  order 
allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  remains  in 
force^  he  is  exempt  from  the  payment  of  all  costs.  The 
true  construction  of  the  statutes  is  laid  down  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas^  in  Brunt  y.  Wardle. 
Tindal,  C.  J.^  there  says^  ''The  statute  11  Hen.  7,  c.  12^  is 
an  enabling  statute^  meant  to  confer  a  boon  on  the  poor — 
its  title  being  '  A  mean  to  help  and  speed  poor  persons  in 
their  suits;'  and  therefore,  unless  it  in  express  terms  or  by 
necessary  implication  requires  that  the  party  shall  only  be 
admitted  to  sue  as  a  pauper  before  he  commences  his  suit^ 
we  haye  no  right  to  import  into  it  any  such  condition.  I 
find  in  the  act  no  words  expressiye  of  any  such  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  legislature ;  and  certainly  there  can  be 
no  good  reason  why  a  man  who  has  fallen  into  poyerty 
while  the  suit  is  proceeding,  should  be  shut  out  from  the 
benefit  of  the  statute.''  His  Lordship  then  refers  to  the 
statute  of  23  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  s.  2,  and  obseryes  upon  it,  that 
"  the  proper  construction  of  that  clause  is,  that,  though  it 
may  place  parties  suing  in  forma  pauperis  in  a  less  favour- 
able  position  where  they  are  admitted  so  to  sue  pendente 

(a)  2  Bro.  Ch.  Ca.  272.  (b)  4  Law  Jour.,  N.  S.,  Chanc.  8G. 

(c)  1  Turner  &  Phillips,  124. 

VOL.  X.  MM  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,  Hte,  it  ^068  hot  deprive  them  of  the  benefit  of  the  former 


1842. 


statute/'  And  MatUe,  J.^  referring  to  the  cases  of  Foss  v« 
flacine  and  LweweU  v.  Curtis,  says, — "  The  attention  of  the 
Court  waSs  not  in  those  eases  called  to  the  undoubted  com-^ 
mon-law  authority  of  the  Ck)urtj  to  admit  parties  to  sue  end 
defend  in  formft  pauperis/* 

The  words  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  8, ''  at  the  commence* 
inent  of  the  suit/'  cannot  property  be  interpreted  to  mean 
iefore  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  nor  can  they  mean, 
strictly,  smmltaneously  with  it.  It  is  a  case  analogous  to 
those  decided  upon  the  statutes  relating  to  costs,  2d  &  23 
Car.  2,  c.  9,  and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2,  the  words  in  which, 
"^'imtoediately  afterwards,''  have  been  construed  to  include 
k  reasonable  time  after  the  verdict :  Thompson  v.  Gribson  (a). 
So,  when  the  statute  2  GreO.  2,  c.  28,  s.  8,  enables  certain 
'persbn^  prosecuted  by  capias  to  defend  in  forma  pauperis, 
•and  ^directs  the  judges  "  according  to  their  discretion,  to 
ladmit  %uch  person  to  defend  himself  against  such  action 
xst  information,  in  thie  same  manner  and  with  the  same 
^vilege  ia^  the  judges  of  such  court  are  by  kw  directed 
and  liuthorized  to  admit  poor  subjects  to  cotlwnence  actions 
for  the  recovery  of  theilr  rights," — the  words  "  to  com- 
mence actions"  cannot  be  construed  literally,  because, 
for  Upwards  of  a  centuiy  before  that  act  passed,  it  had 
been  the  constant  practice  to  admit  persons  to  sue  in 
fo^mfi  pauperis  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The 
admission,  indeed,  must  be  after  the  actual  commencement 
of  the  suit,  because  until  the  writ  has  been  issued  the 
Court  has  no  cognizance  of  the  cause.  Therefore,  in  the 
form  of  a  petition  for  an  order  to  sue  in  f(Nrm&  pauperis,  it 
is  stated  that  '^  the  defendant  is  jointly  indebted  unto 
your  petitioner  for  goods  sold,  fee.  &c.,  and  your  petitioner 
hath  commenced  an  action  against  him  for  the  same"  (i). 
Langley  v.  Blackerby  and  Brittain  v.  Greenville  {c)  are  in 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  281.  {h)  Tidd,  App.  17.  (c)  2  Str.  1121. 
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favour  of  the  view  contended  for  by  the  lessor  of  the  plain-  Exch,  of  PUas, 
tiff.  [Rolfe,  B. — K  yon  are  rights  you  mislead  a  defend- 
ant greatly  in  the  conduct  of  his  case :  he  would  resist  many 
things^  if  he  knew  the  plaintiff  was  suing  in  form&  pau- 
peris^ which  he  allows  to  go  on^  under  the  expectation 
that  he  shaU  obtain  costs.  A  defendant  would  never  force 
a  pauper  plaintiff  on.  Parke,  B. — K  you  can  shew  that  the 
cases  have  put  a  uniform  construction  upon  the  statutes^ 
we  must  bow  to  their  authority  j  otherwise  the  reasonable 
construction  certainly  is^  that  the  party  should  not  be 
exempted  from  all  costs^  unless  he  were  admitted  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit — that  is^  as  soon  as  the  judges 
could  admit  him.]  Oats  v.  HoUday  is  an  .express  author- 
Xtj  for  the  plaintiff.  Blood  v.  Lee  is  to  the  same  effect^ 
and  recognises  the  principle  that  a  pauper  plaintiff  is  ex- 
empt from  all  costs;  it  was  not  adjourned  on  this  pointy 
but  on  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
be  discharged  out  of  custody,  he  being  in  execution  upon 
a  judgment  of  nonsuit. —  [He  referred  also  to  Jones  v. 
Peers  (a),  Gibson  v.  M'Carty  (b),  Sloman  v.  Aynel  {c),  and 
Morgan  v.  Eastwick  {d).'\  Costs  in  equity  stand  upon  a 
different  footing;  see  Corbett  v.  Corbett{e)j  JSeames  on 
Cosis,112. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  a  person 
admitted  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis,  after  the  suit  has  made 
some  progress,  is  by  virtue  of  that  admission  to  be  exempted 
from  paying  to  the  defendant  costs  incurred  antecedently, 
and  due  from  him  at  the  time  of  his  admission  so  to  sue. 
If  the  cases  had  laid  down  any  fixed  rule  upon  the  subject, 
I  should  have  said  that  it  is  now  too  late  to  overrule  them 
by  putting  a  new  construction  on  the  statute;  but  where 


(a)  M'Clel.  &  Y.  282.  (i)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  543. 

(6)  Caa.  temp.  Hardw.  311.  (e)  16  Ves.  407. 

(tf)  Forteic.  320. 

MM  2 
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Exck.  of  Pleat,  the  cases  are  not  sufficiently  strong,  either  from  their  termsy 

their  number,  or  their  authority,  to  fetter  our  judgment^ 
we  are  at  liberty  to  put  the  best  construction  we  can  upon 
these  acts  of  Parliament.  If  we  look  at  the  statute  of  Hen.  8, 
I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  intention  was  to  gire  a 
successful  defendant  costs  against  the  plaintifip,  and  that  the 
act  makes  an  exception  only  in  favour  of  paupers  admitted 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  There  is  a  good  reason 
for  that  distinction;  because,  as  it  is  now  conceded  that  a 
person  might  be  admitted  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  at  any 
time  before,  or  even  after  trial,  and  he  would  in  such  case 
have  the  full  benefit  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  7,  as  to  court 
fees  and  fees  to  counsel,  it  became  a  question  whether  the 
legislature  should  exempt  the  pauper  from  paying  the  de- 
fendant's costs  in  all  cases,  whether  admitted  before,  at,  or 
after  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  and  therefore  they 
used  these  words;  which  I  cannot  interpret  in  any  other 
way  than  according  to  their  ordinary  meaning,  nor  can  I 
see  how  the  word  "af  can  be  construed  "after."  A 
person  admitted  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
may,  in  one  sense,  be  said  to  be  admitted  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit;  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a 
person  admitted  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  can 
be  said  to  be  admitted  at  its  commencement.  The  ingeni- 
ous interpretation  put  upon  these  statutes  by  the  plaintiffs 
counsel  rests  upon  a  mere  fallacy.  The  word  "  at ''  in  the 
statutes  relating  to  costs,  which  have  been  referred  to,  is 
only  used  to  identify  the  character  of  the  person  who  in  to 
certify;  that  is,  he  must  be  the  judge  who  presides  "at  the 
trial.''  But  here  the  words  "at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit "  have  reference  to  time,  and  can  only  apply  to  a  per- 
son admitted  before  or  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
By  an  equitable  interpretation  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  7, 
when  a  party  is  once  admitted,  he  is  not  thereafter  liable 
to  costs  under  the  statute  of  Hen.  8 ;  but  he  is  not  there- 
fore exempted  from  the  payment  of  costs  incurred  previously 
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to  his  admission.    The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  therefore  Bieh.  rf  PUaSf 
liable  to  those  costs^  and  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Farke^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  question 
turns  upon  the  proper  interpretation  to  be  put  upon  the 
second  section  of  the  23  Hen.  8^  c.  15;  the  action  of  eject- 
ment^ though  not  provided  for  by  that  statute^  being  placed 
on  the  same  footing  as  other  actions  by  the  stat.  of  4  Jac.  1, 
c.  3.     We  are  called  upon^  therefore^  to  put  a  construction 
upon  the  stat.  of  Hen.  8;  and  the  question  is^  whether  or  not 
the  second  section  applies  to  a  pauper  not  admitted  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.     It  is  our  duty  to  construe  the 
statute  according  to  the  grammatical  meaning  of  the  words, 
imless  some  absurdity  would  ensue  from  so  construing  itj 
or  an  uniform  series  of  decisions  had  already  established  a 
particular  construction.     I  do  not  think  any  of  the  cases 
cited  of  su£Scient  weight  to  preclude  us  from  putting  pur 
own  construction  on  the  words  of  the  statute.    The  prin- 
cipal authority  is  that  of  Oats  v.  Holiday,  which  is  cited  in 
Blood  V.  Lee.     In  the  latter  case  the  point  was  not  decided, 
and  in  the  former  the  decision  was  only  that  a  party  might 
be  admitted  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit.    That 
undoubtedly  was  the  principal  point  decided,  but  it  is  said 
that ''  the  Court  resolved  that  a  person  so  admitted  should 
not  pay  costs  from  the  beginning  of  the  action.'^    What 
is  the  true  meaning  of  that  resolution  is  left  in  doubt; 
probably,  that  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  whole  costs 
from  the  commencement  of  the  action.    And  such  is  the 
construction  which  we  put  upon  the  statute;  that  if  a 
pauper  be  admitted  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
he  shall  not  be  bound  to  pay  all  the  costs,  but  shall  be 
exempt  from  those  incurred  subsequent  to  his  admission. 
There  is  now  no  doubt  that  a  party  may  be  admitted  to 
sue  in  form&  pauperis  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
and  it  is  clear,  from  the  current  of  authorities,  that  we 
were  correct  in  so  deciding ;  but  the  question  is  as  to  the 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  effect  of  sucli  an  admission  as  respects  tlie  paymenl  of 

costs.  By  the  second  section  of  the  stat.  of  Heo.  8,  a 
pauper  is  exempt  from  costs  only  in  the  event  of  his  being 
admitted  at  the  commencement  of  the  snit^  that  it,  as  aocm 
as  the  Court  or  Judge  had  jurisdiction  to  admit  him*  The 
statute  gives  a  total  exemption  firom  the  costs  only  in  case 
of  an  admission  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  if  ad- 
mitted after^  then^  on  the  equitable  construction  of  the 
act^  it  seems  reasonable  that  he  shall  not  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  the  whole  costs^  but  only  to  those  inconed 
up  to  the  time  of  his  admission.  In  this  case  we  most 
therefore  hold^  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  alto- 
gether exempt  from  costs^  but  is  liable  to  pay  the  costs 
incurred  by  the  defendant  up  to  the  time  of  his  admission 
to  sue  in  form&  pauperis ;  and  it  is  reasonable  also  that  he 
should  pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 

OuRNEY^  B. — I  think  my  learned  brothers  have  put  the 
true  construction  on  the  act  of  Parliament^  and  it  is  un- 
doubtedly that  which  meets  the  justice  of  the 


RoLFE^  B. — I  entirely  concur.  Looking  at  the  language 
of  the  second  section  of  the  statute  of  Hen.  8^  the  first  ob- 
servation that  occurs  is^  that  if  you  follow  the  UTordif  of  that 
act,  it  docs  not  exempt  this  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  from  the 
payment  of  any  costs ;  because^  in  terms^  it  only  exempts 
persons  admitted  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  But  then  it  is  said^  that  the  Court  should 
adopt  an  equitable  construction^  and  that  by  such  con- 
struction a  pauper  should  be  wholly  exempt.  I  agree  that 
it  is  reasonable  to  adopt  an  equitable  construction;  that  iiy 
such  a  construction  as  shall  really  do  equity^  not  such  as 
shall  favour  one  party^  where  the  statute  itself  has  not 
favoured  him^  at  the  expense  of  the  other.  The  statute 
says  that  a  pauper  shall  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of 
costs^  if  admitted  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  but 


J 


MICHAISLUA9  n^U,  6  VlCTi^  528 

we  are  aaked  to  leave  out  the  words  "  at  the  commence-  Sxek, «/  puw^ 

ment  of  the  suit/'  and  to  say  that  he  is  exempt  whoever     ^  ^    ^' 

admitted.    It  is  equitable  to  say  that  he  shall  be  exe^^pted 

from  the  payment  of  costs  subsequent  to  his  adnussion^ 

but  it  might  work  great  injustice  to  the  defendfiutj  if  H 

were  held  that  he  might  be  put  to  costs^  under  an  e^peo* 

tation  that  he  must  eventually  recover  tbem^  and  then* 

by  a  retrospective  order>  be  exposed  to  a  charge  which  he 

never  would  have  thought  of  incurring^  if  he  had  known 

the  plaintiff  to  be  a  pauper. 

Rule  discharged^  without  costs  (a). 

(a)  See  Pitcher  v.  RQbertM,  2  Dowl.  P,  C  (N.  S.),  S[94. 


T] 


Shatwell  t^.  Hall^  Lee^  FriestleTi  and 

Broadbent.  Nod,  13. 


RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  A  local  act  of 

dwelling-house  at  Staley-bridge^  in  the  county  of  Chester^  lighting,  watch- 

and  taking  his  goods.      The  defendants  Hall  and  Lee  toSi/of  Staiey- 

pleaded  separately  not  guilty,  and  also  special  pleas  of  jus-  hridge,  em- 

tification  under  the  stat.  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  7;  and  the  other  commiuionen 

defendants,  Priestley  and  Broadbent,  pleaded  not  guilty  by  to  appoint  con- 

•tatute.    At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  Chester  'J^^^  ^^^^ 

assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  tenant  of  a  cottage  at  Staley-  *>[««  ^o'  keeping 

the  peace  in  the 

bridge,  of  which  the  defendant  Hall  was  the  landlord,  said  town,  and 
having  absconded  without  payment  of  his  rent,  and  it  being  ^\\  g^ucli  war- 
suspected  that  some  of  his  goods  had  been  clandestinely  2°^JJ[^'  "# 
removed  to  the  plaintiff's  house  in  order  to  avoid  a  distress,  Cheshire  or 

Lancashire 
should  direct  to 
them  to  be  executed  within  the  town.  Another  section  enacted,  that  no  plaintiff  should  recorer 
In  any  action  against  any  person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  without  twenty-one 
days'  notice  of  action  having  been  given  : — Held,  that  a  constable  appointed  under  the  act,  who 
was  sued  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  house  in  the  town  of  Staley-bridge» 
in  the  execution  of  a  warrant  granted  by  a  Justice  of  Cheshire,  to  search  for  goods  alleged  Co 
have  been  clandestinely  removed  there  to  avoid  a  distress,  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s«  7^  was 
not  entitled  to  notice  of.action. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  the  defendant  Lee^  as  the  agent  of  Hall^  obtained  a  warrant 

from  a  magistrate  of  the  county  of  Chesterj  authorizing 
him  to  break  open  the  plaintiff's  house  for  the  purpose  of 
seizing  the  goods  so  removed^  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
s.  7,  and  requiring  the  other  defendants^  Priestley  andBroad* 
bent^  who  were  assistant  constables  of  the  town  of  Staley- 
bridge^  to  aid  him  in  so  doing.  These  defendants  had  been 
appointed  constables  under  a  local  act^  9  Geo.  4^  c.  xzvi, 
intituled  ^^  An  Act  for  lightings  watching,  &;c.  the  Town  of 
Staley-bridge,  in  the  Counties  Palatine  of  Lancaster  and 
Chester^  and  for  regulating  the  Police  thereof  (a).  No 
notice  of  the  action  had  been  given  to  either  of  these  de- 
fendants :  and  it  was  contended  on  their  part^  that  without 
such  notice  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  them. 
The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff  against  all  the  defendants  except 
Hall^  damages  £5^  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendants 
Priestley  and  Broadbent  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them 
on  their  plea  of  not  guilty  by  statute. 


(a)  The  37th  section  of  which 
enacts,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  commissioners  in  their 
discretion  to  nominate  and  appoint 
one  or  more  constable  or  constables 
for  the  said  town,  for  promoting  the 
good  order  thereof,  and  also  from 
time  to  time  to  appoint  a  compe- 
tent number  of  able-bodied  men, 
as  assistant  constables  of  the  said 
town,  in  keeping  the  peace  therein, 
and  for  executing  all  such  warrants, 
precepts,  and  orders  as  the  justices 
of  the  peace  acting  for  the  said 
counties  palatine  of  Lancaster  and 
Chester,  or  either  of  them,  shall 
from  time  to  time  direct  to  them  to 
be  executed  within  the  said  town, 
and  from  time  to  time  to  discharge 
and  replace  such  constable  or  con- 


stables and  assistant  constables  or 
any  of  them,  and  make  other  nooih 
nations  and  appoiutments,  and  pay 
such  salary  and  salaries,  wages  and 
remuneration  for  the  due  ezecatioo 
of  the  duty  they  are  required  to 
perform,  as  the  said  commissioneii 
shall  see  fit."  And  sect.  179  enscti, 
"  That  no  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  shall 
recover  in  any  action  to  be  com- 
menced against  any  person  for  any 
thing  done  in  pursuance  of  this  ad, 
unless  notice  in  writing  shall  hiTS 
been  given  to  the  defendant  or  de- 
fendants twenty-one  days  befoie 
such  action  shall  be  commenced  of 
such  intended  action,  signed  by  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs, specifying  the  cause  of  such 
action,"  &c. 
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In  this  term  (Nov.  3),  &d^  rf  PUas, 

1842. 

Jervis  moved  accordingly.  —  These  defendants,  being 
constables  appointed  under  the  local  act,  and  acting  solely 
by  the  authority  given  thereby,  were  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection of  that  act,  and  ought  therefore  to  have  had  notice 
of  action.  The  question  is,  what  is  a  thing  ''  done  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act?''  Those  words  cannot  mean  a  thing 
strictly  within  the  purview  of  the  act  itself,  but  anything 
done  by  a  person  professing  to  derive  his  authority  from  the 
act.  The  county  justice  had  no  power  to  direct  his  warrant 
to  the  defendants,  except  by  virtue  of  the  37th  section  of  the 
local  act.  The  constables  are  not  acting  under  the  autho- 
rity of  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  although  the  landlord  is;  they 
are  executing  a  duty  imposed  on  them  by  the  local  act 
alone.  [Parke,  B. — Was  any  warrant  necessary  here?  if 
not,  the  constables  were  acting  by  virtue  of  their  general 
authority.  No  warrant  is  required  by  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
8.  7 :  oath  is  required  to  be  made  before  a  justice,  in  order 
to  entitle  the  landlord  to  seize  the  goods  in  a  dwelling- 
house;  but  the  constable,  when  called  to  his  assistance, 
goes  by  virtue  of  his  office  as  such.]  In  this  case  the  de- 
fendants were  clearly  acting  under  the  order  of  the  justice, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  37th  clause  of  the  local  act. 
— He  referred  to  Smith  v.  Shaw  (a),  Blakemore  v.  Glamor- 
ganahire  Canal  Company  (i),  Wallace  v.  Smith  (c),  and  Cook 
V.  Leonard  (d). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — In  this  case  a  motion  was  made 
by  Mr.  Jervis,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  two  of  the  defendants, 

(a)  10  B.  &  Cr.  277  j  5  Man.  (c)  5  East,  114. 

&  R.  225.  {d)  6  B.  &  Cr.  351 ;  9  D.  & 

(b)  3  Y.  &  J.  60.  R,  339, 
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jBra*.  ^  PUa$,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  constables  appointed  nnder 

an  act  of  Parliament  for  the  ancient  town  of  Staley-bridge^ 
and  that  under  that  act  they  were  entitled  to  notice  of 
action. 

Now  the  action  is  not  brought  for  any  thing  done  by 
them  directly  in  execution  of  any  of  the  powers  of  the 
local  act  of  Parliament;  but  it  was  said  that  it  was 
brought  against  them  for  something  which  they  did«  and 
could  only  do^  by  the  authority  of  the  act.  It  ia  true 
they  were  appointed  constables  by  virtue  of  the  act  of 
Parliament^  which  gives  them  all  the  authority  of  con- 
stables; but  the  act  they  did  was  not  in  pursuance  of  thq 
act  of  Parliament  at  all^  and  they  were  not  entitled  to 
notice^  in  respect  thereof,  any  more  than  any  other  con« 
stable  would  be. 

We  think,  on  a  consideration  of  the  act,  that  it  giTCs 
them  a  general  jurisdiction,  such  as  any  other  constabk 
would  havCi  appointed  by  any  other  legal  authority;  and 
that  it  does  not  limit  their  authority  as  constables  in  the 
execution  of  their  duty,  within  the  local  ambit  of  the 
act.  It  makes  them  constables  in  the  counties  of  Che- 
shire and  Lancashire,  (in  both  of  which  the  town  of 
Staley-bridge  is  situate),  and  entitles  them  to  all  the  pri- 
vileges which  a  constable  appointed  in  any  other  manner 
by  the  justices  would  have ;  but  who,  in  the  execution  of 
his  general  duties,  is  not  protected  by  any  act  of  Par- 
liament requiring  notice  to  be  given  previous  to  action 
brought.  We  think,  therefore,  that  no  rule  ought  to  be 
granted. 

Rule  refused. 
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Bnh.  of  Phmsp 
1842. 

Weight  v.  Maude  and  Others.  Nov,  2. 

X  BESPASS  for  false  imprisonment  against  the  defend-  Trespass.— The 
ants,  who  were  commissioners  of  bankrupts  at  Leeds.  The  who  were  com. 
defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  by  statute.  Unkrapte  af 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman.  C.  J.,  at  the  ^«***»»  *""«<* 

their  summoni 

last  Summer  assizes  for  the  county  of  York,  when  it  ap-  to  the  piaintifr, 
peared  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the  defendants  commanded ^^ 
for  committing  the  plaintiff  for  refusing  to  be  examined^  JI'J  me^^u!^^ 
and  to  produce  an  assignment  of  the  bankrupt's  property  ^^^ore  them  at 
to  trustees,  which  was  the  act  of  bankruptcy  upon  which  on  a  certain 
the  fiat  was  founded.  JlS  'h^*t?. 

The  deed  of  assignment,  which  was  attested  by  the  ^»n  deed  ©fas- 
plaintiff,  was  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Taylor  &  Co.,  attomies  appeared  ac- 
at  Wakefield,  and  they  refused  to  deliver  it  to  the  plaintiff,  eleven  o'clock, 
who  was  their  clerk.    The  defendants  issued  the  foUowing  |["on'e?'ijS 
summons  to  the  plaintiff  and  others,  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  hw  attending  on 

the  second  occa- 

c.  16,  s.  83 : — ''  By  virtue  of  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  bearing  sbn.hesawone 
date  &c.,  these  are  to  will  and  require  you,  and  each  of  Sonersrwho!*" 
you,  to  whom  this  our  warrant  is  directed,  personally  to  be  JJ"  hadl!"?  ^^*' 
and  appear  before  the  majority  of  us  the  said  commissioners,  brought  the  as. 
at  &c.,  at  the  hour  of  eleven  in  the  forenoon  of  the  13th  of  •«  You  must 
March,  and  then  and  there  to  bring  with  you,  and  to  pro-  ww^of  Uo'Ii'Je*' 
duce  to  us,  a  certain  indenture  of  assignment,^'  &c.     The  ^?  *^"!  without 

'  ^^  '  the  assignment, 

plaintiff,  who  was  not  able  to  produce  the  deed,  attended  at  but  we  wiu 
the  appointed  place  and  hour,  when  he  was  informed  by  the  have  to  say^by 

and  bye."  The 
plaintiff  then 
went  away,  and 
two  days  afterwards  was  taken  Into  custody  by  warrant  of  the  commissioners ;  which,  after  reciting 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  issuing  and  service  of  the  summons, "  and  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  come  before  them  in  pursuance  of  the  summons  in  order  to  be  examined  touching  the 
natter  aforesaid,  or  produce  the  said  assignment, he  having  no  lawful  impediment,"  &c.,  directed 
the  constable  to  apprehend  the  plaintiff  and  bring  him  before  the  commissioners  to  be  examined 
as  aforesaid, "  and  to  produce  the  said  assignment :" — Held,  first,  that  the  issuing  of  the  warrant 
was  regular,  the  plaintiff  being  bound,  not  only  to  attend  at  the  appointed  hour,  but  to  wait 
until  he  could  be  examined  :  secondly,  that  the  warrant  was  not  vitiated  by  the  introduction  of 
the  words  "  to  produce  the  said  assignment,"  inasmuch  as  a  party  is  compellable  to  do  so,  if 
commanded,  under  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  34. 
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Exek.  qf  PUaSf  solicitor  to  the  fiat  that  the  commissionen  were  ennged 

1842  . 

on  other  business^  and  that  he  would  not  be  required  to  at- 
tend till  one  o'clock.   On  his  attending  at  that  hour,  he  saw 
one  of  the  commissioners,  who,  on  learning  that  he  had  not. 
brought  the  assignment,  said,  "  You  must  have  known  it 
was  of  no  use  to  come  without  the  assignment,  but  we  will 
hear  what  you  have  to  say  by  and  bye/'    The  plaintiff  then 
went  away,  and  two  days  afterwards  was  taken  into  custody 
by  a  warrant  of  the  commissioners.    The  warrant  recited 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  the  issuing  and  sendee  of 
the  summons,  and  then  proceeded  in  these  terms:  ''Whereas 
we,  the  said  commissioners,  having  met  accordingly  at  the 
time  and  place  aforesaid,  the  said  E.  M.  Wright  did  not 
come  before  us  in  pursuance  of  our  said  summons,  in  order 
to  be  examined  touching  the  matter  aforesaid,  or  produce 
the  said  assignment,  he  having  no  lawful  impediment,''  &c« 
It  then  directed  the  constable  to  apprehend  the  plain* 
tiff,  and  bring  him  before  the  commissioners  ''  to  be  ex- 
amined as   aforesaid,  and  to   produce  the  said  assign^ 
ment."    Under  the  circumstances,  it  was  objected  by  the 
defendants'  counsel  that  no  action  would  lie  against  the 
commissioners  of  bankruptcy  for  any  thing  done  by  them 
in  their  judicial  capacity,  and  Doswell  v.  Impey  (a)  was 
cited.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  inclined  to  think  that  no  action 
would  lie  against  commissioners  of  bankruptcy  acting  judi- 
cially,  but  he  left  two  points  to  the  jury ;  first,  the  amount  of 
damages  sustained,  assuming  a  trespass  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  point  of  law ;  and  secondly,  whether,  when  the 
commissioner  told  the  plaintiff  there  was  no  use  in  his 
coming  without  the  deed  of  assignment,  he  meant  to  sanc- 
tion the  plaintiff's  going  away.    The  jury  found  the  last 
question  in  the  negative,  and  they  also  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff sustained  no  damage.    Upon  which  the  learned  Judge 

(<s)  1  B.  &  C.  163 ;  2  D.  &  R.  350. 
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nonsaited  the  plaintiff^  giving  him  leave  to  move  to  enter  Erch.  rf  PUat, 
a  verdict  for  nominal  damages.  .      _  * 

Knowles  now  moved  accordingly^  either  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff^  or  for  a  new  trial. — ^The  learned 
Judge  was  wrong  in  saying  that  no  action  lies  against 
commissioners  of  bankrupt^  for  there  are  many  cases  to 
shew  the  contrary.  Doswell  v.  Impey  merely  decided  that 
the  commissioners  are  the  judges  who  are  to  decide  whether 
the  answers  given  by  the  witness  are  satisfactory  or  not. 
The  cases  of  Grocock  v.  Cooper  (a),  and  Isaac  v.  Impey  (A), 
shew  clearly  that  such  an  action  is  maintainable.  Se- 
condly^ the  plaintiff  has  not  been  guilty  of  any  disobe- 
dience^ for  he  attended  at  the  time  and  place  appointed, 
and  was  told  that  his  case  was  not  to  be  taken  until  a  sub- 
sequent hour,  which  was  substantially  a  new  appointment, 
and  required  a  fresh  summons.  {^Parke,  B. — He  was  to 
come  there  not  merely  at  eleven  o'clock,  but  to  be  exam- 
ined, and  the  jury  have  found  that  Mr.  Maude  did  not 
mean  that  he  should  go  away.  The  simple  point  here  is, 
the  plaintiff  never  did  obey  the  summons.  Lord  Abrnger, 
C.  B. — He  comes  at  the  time  appointed,  but  he  does  not 
wait  to  be  examined.]  But  even  supposing  the  plaintiff 
to  have  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  in  not  attending  to  be 
examined,  the  warrant  is  too  large,  for  it  directs  him  to  be 
taken  into  custody,  not  only  for  that  purpose,  but  also  until 
he  should  produce  a  deed,  which  it  is  clear,  from  the  evi- 
dence, was  not  in  his  possession,  and  which  he  had  no  means 
of  producing,  without  the  consent  of  parties  over  whom  he 
had  no  control.  The  act  gave  the  defendants  no  authority 
to  order  him  to  produce  the  deed.  It  has  been  established 
by  several  cases,  that  where  authority  to  interfere  with  the 
liberty  of  the  subject  is  given  to  commissioners  of  bank- 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  211 ;  2  Man.  &  R.  78.  (6)  10  B.  &  C.  442. 
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jem*.  rf  FUa»t  mpty  or  other  such  inferior  jiuisdictionSj  the  words  of  the 

•   ^     act  conferring  the  authority  must  be  strictly  pvursiied* 

WRiQiiT       Bracks  case  (a),  Yoxley^s  case  (6),  Bex  v.  Nathan  (c),  Evmu 

Maudb.       V.  Bees{d).      Therefore^  the  commissioners  ia  this  case 

having  only  been  empowered  to  issne  their  warrant  to  Ining 

the  party  before  them  for  examination^  the  statement  in  i^ 

that  he  was  to  produce  the  document  o?er  which  he  had  no 

power,  vitiates  the  whole. 

Lord  Abingxb,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  a  rule  in  this  case.  The  83rd  section  of  the  sta- 
tute clearly  authorizes  the  commissioners  to  summon  the 
party  to  attend  and  produce  such  documents  as  they  deem 
requisite;  and  if  he  does  not  attend,  then  to  issue  a  warrant 
to  bring  him  before  them  to  be  examined  as  t^bresaH 
namely,  to  the  effect  specified  in  the  sunmions.  Now,  in 
the  present  case,  the  summons  requires  him  to  appear  to 
be  examined  in  a  certain  way,  namely,  with  a  certain  docu- 
ment. With  respect  to  the  other  point,  I  do  not  think 
that  the  plaintiff  obeyed  the  summons  by  merely  attending 
at  the  appointed  time.  Bankrupt  commissioners  frequently 
have  several  commissions  to  go  through  with,  which  thqr 
ought  to  take  in  order;  and  a  witness  summoned  to  at- 
tend one  commission,  who  comes  and  finds  the  commis- 
sioners engaged  upon  another,  has  no  right  to  make  that 
circumstance  an  excuse  for  going  away  without  being 
examined« 

Parke,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first 
question  is,  did  the  plaintiff  obey  the  exigency  of  the  sum- 
mons? It  is  clear  he  did  not.  The  summons  required 
him  to  come  before  the  commissioners  at  a  certain  place  to 

(a)  1  Salk.  346.  (d)  12  Adol.  &  £11.  55 ;  4  P.  fr 

(b)  Id.  351.  D.  32. 
(e)  2  Str.  880. 
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be  e)camined^  atid  it  tras  his  duty  not  only  to  go  to  that  place^  Exeh.  of  piea*, 
but  to  wait  there  until  examined,  or  until  his  attendance 
for  that  purpose  was  dispensed  with.  It  might  as  well  be 
contended  that  a  witness  subpoenaed  to  attend  a  trial  at  Nisi 
Prius  did  all  that  was  required  of  him  by  appearing  at  the 
fitting  of  the  Court  in  the  morning,  and  then  immediatdy 
going  away.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  plaintiff  was  re* 
ieased  from  further  attendance  by  one  of  the  commis- 
•flioners;  but  on  that  point  the  jury  have  found  the  fact 
ttgainst  him.  Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  com*- 
missioners  have  exceeded  their  authority  by  issuing  their 
warrant  to  compel  the  plaintiff  ^s  attendance^  both  to  be  ex- 
amined and  also  to  produce  this  document;  and  I  think  they 
have  not.  The  question  turns  on  the  construction  of  the 
B8rd  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  which  enacts,  ^'that  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  commissioners,  by  writing  under  their 
bands,  to  summon  before  them  any  person  whom  they  believe 
capable  of  giving  material  information  relative  to  bank- 
ruptcy; and  to  require  such  person  to  produce  any  books^ 
papers,  &c.  which  appear  to  the  commissioners  necessary 
to  the  verification  of  the  deposition  of  such  person,  or  to 
the  full  disclosure  of  any  of  the  matters  which  the  com- 
missioners are  authorized  to  inquire  into;  and  if  such 
person  yo  summoned  as  aforesaid  shall  not  come  before  the 
commissioners  at  the  time  appointed,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  commissioners,  by  warrant  under  their  hands 
and  seals,  to  authorize  and  direct  the  persons  therein 
named  for  that  purpose^  to  apprehend  and  arrest  such 
person,  and  bring  him  before  them  to  be  examined  as 
aforesaid.''  Now,  what  do  these  words  "  as  aforesaid'' 
mean?  Look  at  what  goes  before;  the  commissioners  are 
to  have  the  power  to  examine  any  person  who  can  give  in- 
formation concerning  the  property  or  acts  of  the  bank- 
rupts, and,  as  ancillary  to  that,  any  person  who  can  produce 
any  deeds  in  his  custody  or  possession  that  may  appear 
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Exeh,  rf  Pleat,  essential  for  that  purpose.    If  the  person  sommoned  altiK 

gether  refuses  to  come^  they  may  issue  a  warrant  to  eompd 
him  to  appear  with  the  documents;  but  if  he  comes  with 
and  refuses  to  produce  them,  they  may  commit  him  under 
the  provisions  of  the  34th  section.  Here,  then,  the  com- 
missioners have  issued  a  simimons,  directing  the  party  to 
attend  before  them  to  be  examined,  and  to  bring  with  him 
a  document  which  wiU  furnish  them  with  the  means  of  ex- 
amining  him  with  effect.  If  he  disobeys  that  summons^ 
they  have  no  alternative  but  to  issue  a  warrant  for  his  ap- 
prehension, in  the  words  of  the  act,  for  the  purpose  of  his 
being  brought  before  them  to  be  examined  ''  as  aforesaid.'' 
Besides  which,  it  is  only  reason  that  the  warrant  should  be 
ad  idem  with  the  summons ;  if  the  latter  requires  him  to 
produce  the  document,  so  should  the  former.  Were  this 
otherwise,  and  the  warrant  were  silent  about  the  document^ 
the  party,  when  brought  before  the  commissioners,  might 
say,  ^*  I  never  received  the  summons  which  is  alleged  to 
contain  mention  of  the  deed  of  assignment,  and  as  I  saw  no 
mention  of  it  in  the  warrant,  I  did  not  bring  it  with  me.'' 


GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 
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Bxeh.  of  PleeUf 
1842. 
MOSELET  V.  MOTTEUX.  v—-.^— • 

TNqv.  21. 
HIS  was  an  actdon  of  assumpsit^  brought  by  the  plain-  A  deed  to  lead 

tiff  as  the  vendor  against  the  defendant  as  the  purchaser  recove"  *by* 
of  the  advowson  of  Wyverstone,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  '"»**>^«  *'«»t«d 

•^  '  -^  '    an  advowBon 

for  the  non-completion  by  the  defendant  of  his  purchase.  «'  ^^'^^«  i" 
The  following  case  was  stated  by  the  parties  for  the  opinion  fact  it  was  ap- 

of  this  Court :—  Pf " t"'  InAr. 

manor ;  ana  re« 

John  Moseley.  being  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  manor  of  *^**'®**'  ****'  ^'* 

*  being  seised  of 

Wyverstone^  and  also  of  the  advowson  of  the  rectory  of  the  manor  and 
Wyverstone^  which  was  appendant  to  the  manor,  and  not  devUed  the 
an  advowson  in  gross,  by  his  will  dated  the  8th  of  August,  "J"?  eftaf^s, 
1773,  duly  executed  and  attested,  after  devising  certain  not  including 

the  advowson, 

estates  to  his  nephew  William  Moseley  for  life,  with  re-  to  B.,  for  life, 
mainder  to  his  eldest  son  (who  was  then  living)  for  life,  fo"  iifeand"in" 
with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  ^»»*»  ""^  «*«-. 

•^  vised  the  resi- 

such  eldest  son  in  tail  male,  devised  to  his  nephew  Richard  <iue  of  his  real 

Moseley  for  life  his  manor  or  lordship  of  Wyverstone,  and  c.  in  fee,  as 

the  several  farms  and  lands  thereto  belonging,  (subject  to  mon"*aIiVthTt' 

an  annuity  created  by  his  will),  with  their  and  every  of  ?»*****"?  *®"*** 

'  *^  m  fee  of  a 

their  rights  and  appurtenances,  and  also  another  estate  in  moiety  of  the 
Berkshire,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  devUeTu)  him 
his  body  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  said  William  "^l^Wstlli, 
Moseley  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  eldest  son  of  the  *"<*  devised  his 

.    .  real  estate  to 

said  WilUam  Moseley  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  his  widow  for 
preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  maunder ^t"' 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  body  of  such  eldest  son  succes-  ^:J^'  **^«:  ^ 

''  with  remainder 

sively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  second  and  every  to  his  issue  in 

tail:  and  the 
deed  then  pro- 
ceeded to  convey  the  manor  with  its  appurtenances,  and  also  (inter  alia)  the  moiety ^  formerly 
o/ikt  Had  B.f  qfand  in  the  advoweon,  to  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant  to  the 
precipe  to  suffer  a  recovery,  to  enure  to  the  use  of  M.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son 
Ib  fee.  In  fact,  the  will  of  A.  contained  a  sufficient  devise  of  the  manor  and  the  appendant 
advowson  to  B.  for  life,  with  remainders  for  life  and  in  tail,  and  under  tiiis  devbe  M.  was  in  fact, 
at  the  date  of  the  deed,  tenant  for  life  of  the  manor  and  advowson,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest 
floo  in  tail :  and  M.,  and  his  eldest  son,  were  parties  to  the  deed : — Held,  that,  although  the 
premises  in  the  recovery  deed  were  in  themselves  large  enough  to  have  passed  the  whole  advow- 
■mi  ai  appendant  to  the  manor,  yet  that,  by  reason  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  apparent  on 
the  face  of  the  deed  (although  arising  out  of  a  mistake  as  to  their  title),  the  estate  tail  was 
Dot  barred  in  one  moiety  of  the  advowson. 

VOL.  X.  N  N  M.  W. 
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Rxck.  of  PUat,  other  son  of  the  body  of  the  said  William  Moseley  sncces- 

^   ^      ^     sively  in  tail  male^  with  remainder  to  the  testator's  right 

MosBLBT      heirs.    The  testator  also  devised  all  the  residue  of  his  real 

mm 

MoTTBux.      estates  to  his  said  two  nephews  and  their  heirs,  as  tenants 
in  common. 

The  testator  died  in  1775^  leaving  his  two  nephews  him 
surviving,  and  also  John  Moseley  the  plaintiff,  the  eldest 
son  of  William  Moseley,  being  the  person  in  the  will 
described  as  such. 

In  1785  William  Moseley  died  intestate,  leaving  the 
plaintiff  his  heir-at-law. 

Richard  Moseley,  by  his  will  dated  the  20th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1800,  devised  all  his  estates  to  Sarah  his  wife  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
the  body  of  the  plaintiff  in  tail  general.  Richard  Moseley 
died  in  1803,  without  issue,  leaving  his  widow  him  surviv* 
ing.  The  plaintiff  had  issue  John  Galway  Moseley,  his 
eldest  son,  who  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  on  the 
14th  of  February,  1820. 

The  advowson  continuing  appendant  to  the  manor,  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  11th  and  12th  of 
February,  1823,  the  release  being  made  between  the  plain- 
tiff  of  the  first  part,  the  said  John  Galway  Moseley  of  the 
second  part,  the  said  Sarah  Moseley  of  the  third  part,  T. 
Dixon  of  the  fourth  part,  and  T.  Holmes  of  the  fifth  part: 
after  reciting  that  John  Moseley  the  testator,  being  seised 
of  certain  estates  and  of  the  manor  of  Wyverstone  in 
Suffolk,  and  also  of  the  advowson  of  Wyverstone,  and  other 
hereditaments,  devised  certain  estates  to  the  said  William 
Moseley  as  before  mentioned,  and  the  said  manor  and 
other  hereditaments  situate  in  Suffolk  and  in  BerkshirCi 
charged  with  the  payment  of  certain  annuities  therein 
mentioned  {and  not  including  the  said  advowson),  to  the 
said  Richard  Moseley  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  fint 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  siud 
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William  Moseley  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  -ftrcA.  ofpieas^ 
other  sons  in  tail  male ;  and  that  the  said  testator  devised  >..  *  ^ 
the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to  his  said  two  nephews  and  Moseley 
their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  common :  and  after  reciting  that  motteux 
the  said  Richard  Moseley,  being  seised  in  fee  simple  of 
(amongst  other  things)  the  moiety  of  the  said  advowson  so 
devised  to  him  as  aforesaid,  made  his  will,  and  thereby, 
after  making  certain  devises  which  did  not  include  the 
said  moiety  of  the  said  advowson,  devised  the  residue  of 
his  freehold  estates  to  the  said  Sarah  Moseley  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  said  John  Moseley  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  general ;  and  that 
the  said  Bichard  Moseley  died  without  issue,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  issue  the  said  John  Gktlway  Moseley,  his 
eldest  son  and  heir,  who  had  attained  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  years;  and  that,  by  virtue  of  the  said  wills,  thb 
said  John  Gkdway  Moseley  was  seised  of  the  heredita- 
ments devised  by  the  said  wills,  for  an  estate  in  tail  or 
in  tail  male  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  decease  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  so  far  as  related  to  the  hereditaments  de- 
vised by  the  will  of  the  said  Bichard  Moseley,  also  ex^ 
pectant  on  the  decease  of  the  said  Sarah  Moseley:  and 
reciting,  that  the  plaintiff  and  John  G^way  Moseley  were 
desirous  of  barring  the  said  estates  in  tail  and  in  tail  mal^ 
and  all  other  estates  in  tail  or  tail  male  then  subsisting  in  the 
premises  or  any  part  thereof  and  of  settling  the  said  pre- 
mises as  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  Sarah 
Moseley  had  agreed  to  concur  with  them  in  manner  therein 
mentioned :  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  effectuating  the  pur- 
poses aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  and  John  Galway  Moseley  re- 
leased, and  the  said  Sarah  Moseley,  so  far  as  related  to  such 
of  the  said  hereditaments  as  were  so  devised  to  her  by  the 
said  Bichard  Moseley  for  her  life,  released  unto  the  said  T» 
Dixon  and  his  heirs  (inter  alia)  all  that  the  manor  or  lord- 
ship of  Wyverstone,  and  all  demesne  lands,  rights,  members, 
and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  manor  or  lordship 

N  N  2 
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Bjtck.  rf  fUn,  belongifig  or  in  anywise  appertaining^  or  accepted^  lepnted^ 
^  '  '  taken,  or  known  as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof  ly^V 
MosBLBT  and  being  in  the  connty  of  Suffolk,  which  said  manor  and 
MoTTBus.  hereditaments  made  np  and  constituted  the  manor  and 
hereditaments  so  in  the  first  instance  devised  by  the  said 
John  Moseley  deceased  to  the  said  Richard  Moseley  for  his 
life,  and  all  and  every  other  messuages,  lands,  tenement^ 
hereditaments,  and  all  and  singular  other  the  premisei^ 
late  of  the  said  John  Moseley  deceased,  in  the  said  aevenl 
counties  of  Suffolk  and  Berks,  and  so  devised  by  him  to 
the  said  Richard  Moseley  deceased,  for  his  life  as  aforesaid: 
and  also  all  that  the  nurieiy  or  haff-fHori^formerljf  qfike  mid 
Richard  Moseley  deceased,  of  and  in  the  advowaon  of  ibs 
parish  church  and  rectory  of  Wy  verstone  aforesaid,  with 
the  right  of  presentation  and  other  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging,  and  which  said  moiety  became  vested  tfi  kim  ia 
fee  by  the  saidtoill  of  the  said  testator  John  Moseiey,  aa  there* 
inbefore  mentioned,  as  tenant  in  common  with  ike  smd  WS' 
liiam  Moseley  deceased,  and  which  said  moiety  of  the  said 
advowson  was  so  devised  by  the  said  Richard  Moseley  ds^ 
ceased  by  his  said  will  as  aforesaid,  together  with  all  ooai* 
modities,  privileges,  hereditaments,  and  appurtenanflBi 
whatsoever  to  the  said  manor,  messuages,  lands,  tenementi^ 
moiety  of  advowson,  and  hereditaments,  belonging  or  ap* 
pertaining,  or  accepted,  reputed,  taken,  or  known  as  part^ 
parcel,  or  member  thereof;  and  all  the  estate,  right,  and 
title  of  the  plaintiff,  John  Oalway  Moseley,  and  Sarsh 
Moseley,  of,  in,  and  to  the  said  manor,  messuages,  land% 
tenements,  moiety  of  advowson,  hereditaments,  and  jHre* 
mises  thereby  granted  and  released,  or  intended  so  to  b^ 
and  every  of  them,  and  every  part  thereof:  to  hold  As 
said  manor,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  moiety  of  advow- 
son, and  hereditaments,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  the  said  T.  Dixon  and  his  heirs,  for  the  piu^ 
pose  of  making  a  tenant  to  the  praecipe,  for  suffering  a  rs« 
covery;  which  recovery,  it  was  thereby  declared^  should 
enure  as  to  the  hereditaments  (inter  alia)  thereinbefore 
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mentioned  to  Iiaye  been  devised  by  the  said  Richard  Moseley  £««*.  V*  ^^^^t 
to  the  said  Sarah  Moseley  for  her  life  as  aforesaid^  tp  the  use     ^  ,  ^     ^ 
of  the  said  Sarah  Moseley  for  her  life;  and  as  to  all  the      Mosblbt 
residue  of  the  said  hereditaments^  and  also  as  to  the  said      mottbux. 
hereditaments  so  thereby  limited  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Sarah  Moseley  for  her  life  as  aforesaid,  subject  to  her  life 
interest  therein,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Galway  Moseley  and 
his  heirs  for  ever. 

In  Easter  Term,  4  Geo.  4,  a  recovery  with  double  voucher 
was  suffered  in  pursuance  of  this  indenture,  wherein  the 
said  T.  Holmes  was  demandant,  the  said  T.  Dixon  tenant, 
the  plaintiff  first  vouchee,  and  the  said  John  Galway 
Moseley  second  vouchee,  of  (inter  alia)  ''the  manor  of 
Wy  verstone,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  the  county  of  Suf- 
folk, and  divers  messuages  and  lands,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, in  Wyverstone,  and  the  advowson  of  the  church  of 
Wyverstone.*' 

The  said  Sarah  Moseley  is  dead.  The  said  John  Galway 
Moseley  had  died  intestate,  but  the  vendor,  the  plaintiff, 
was  able  and  willing  to  procure  a  conveyance  of  the  said 
advowson  from  his  heir-at-law. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the 
entail  created  by  the  will  of  the  said  John  Moseley,  de- 
ceased, still  subsists  in  the  said  advowson  of  Wyverstone,  or 
any  part  thereof. 

The  case  was  argued  in  last  Trinity  Term  (June  8  and 
10)  by 

Taprett,  for  the  plaintiff. — It  appears  from  the  state* 
ment  in  the  case,  that  the  recovery  was  in  fact  suffered 
of  the  entire  advowson;  but  as  the  operation  of  the  re* 
covery  cannot  be  more  extensive  than  that  of  the  deed  to 
lead  the  uses,  which  created  the  tenant  to  the  prsecipe,  it 
is  conceded  that  the  question  turns  upon  the  construction 
of  the  deed  only;  and  it  is  submitted  that,  under  the  cir* 
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Ejtch.  if  Pleat,  cumstances^  it  operated  to  convey  the  entirety  of  the  ad- 
•   ^     vowson.      Being  in  fact  an  advowson  appendami  to  the 
MofiELBY      manor^  it  would  pass  by  the  devise  of  **  the  manor,  and  the 
•MoTTBux.     several  farms  and  lands  thereto  belonging,  with  their  and 
every  of  their  appurtenances/'  in  the  will  of  JohnMoadey, 
and  was  not  included  in  the  residuary  devise.    It  is  a  weD 
established  rule^  that  by  the  grant  of  a  manor  eo  ncnninei 
all  things  which  are  appendant  to  the  manor  will  paw 
therewith^  without  express  words.    Perkins  on  the  Laws 
of  England,  s.  116;  2  Bol.  Abr.  60,  Grant,  (A.) ;  Com.  Dig^ 
Grant,  (E.  9) ;  Co.  Litt.  807.  a. ;  Hargrave's  note  to  Co.  litt 
121.  b.    The  ad  vowson  therefore  became  subject  to  the 
entail  created  by  the  will  of  John  Moseley,  and  was  unaf- 
fected by  the  will  of  Richard  Moseley,  who  was  tenant  fur 
life  only;  and  on  his  death  without  issue,  it  devolved  on 
the  plaintiff  for  life  (on  whom  the  other  estates  had  pre- 
viously devolved),  and  he  was  also  the  first  tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder.    But  from  the  language  of  the  deed  of 
1823,  it  is  manifest  that  the  parties  did  not  then  know  the 
true  state  of  their  title,  and  they  treated  the  advowwm  ai 
having  been  an  advowson  in  gross  at  the  date  of  Jdin 
Moseley^s  will,  and  as  having  passed  by  the  residuary  de- 
vise therein  to  his  two  nephews,  as  tenants  in  conunon: 
supposing,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  had  succeeded,  oa 
his  fathcr^s  death,  to  a  moiety  only,  and  that  the  other 
moiety  had  passed  under  the  will  of  Biehard  Moseley  to 
his  widow  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  f(nr  life, 
and  to  his  issue  in  tail.     Under  these  circumstances,  the 
question  is,  what  was  the  legal  operation  of  the  recoveij 
upon  the  entail  then  subsisting  in  the  advowaon.    The 
doctrine  of  estoppel  is  not  applicable  to  this  case,  because, 
although  the  parties  to  the  deed  themselves  might  be  bound 
by  its  mis-recitals,  no  issue  could  be.   Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel, 
(C.) ;  1  Preston  on  Conveyancing,  5.    The  Court  will,  there- 
fore, reject  the  erroneous  recitals,  and  construe  the  deed 
by  reference  to  the  then  really  existing  state  of  the  title, 


\ 
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and  not  with  reference  to  the  circnmstances  mis-recited;  Sxeh.  of  PUat, 


1842. 


and  the  deed  being  so  construed^  its  words  will  then  be 
sufficient  to  pass  the  entire  interest  in  the  advowson.  Mosblbt 
There  are  many  authorities  to  warrant  such  a  construction.  Mottbux. 
Bac.  Abr.,  Grants,  (H.);  Com.  Dig.,  Fait,  (E.  4);  Co,  Litt. 
46.b.,  and  Hargrave's  note  (10)  thereon;  Chugh  v.  Hou^ 
arde  (a),  Miller  v.  Manwaring  (A),  Bishop  o/BatVs  case  (c). 
Mount  V.  Hodffkin{d),  Smith  v.  Touchet  {e).  [Rolfe,  B.— 
A  party  may  by  his  deed  separate  an  advowson  from  a 
manor;  but  if  he  conveys  the  manor,  does  not  the  advow- 
son necessarily  pass,  unless  he  indicates  his  intention  to 
separate  them?  And  can  it  be  said  that  the  recitals  of 
this  deed  do  indicate  such  an  intention?]  The  false  de- 
scription may  be  rejected,  and  enough  will  remain  to  shew 
an  intention  to  bar  all  existing  estates  tail  in  the  advow- 
son. That  the  premises  are  sufficiently  large  to  pass  the 
entire  advowson,  the  following  authorities  are  sufficient  to 
establish:  2  Roll.  Abr. 5 7, Grant, (I.);  Com.  Dig.,Farols,  (A. 
19,  23) ;  Shep.  Touch.  91, 247;  Stukeley  v.  Btdkr  (/),  7V«i- 
chard  v.  Hoskins  (y).  Earl  of  Clanrickard^s  case  (A),  Doe  d. 
Milbum  V.  Salkeld  (i).  Freeman  v.  Duke  of  Chandos  (A), 
Ringer  v.  Cann  (l).  The  parties  had  a  general  intention  to 
convey  every  thing  that  was  subject  to  the  entail,  although, 
from  their  mistake  as  to  their  title,  they  might  have  a  par- 
ticular intention,  which  could  not  be  carried  into  effect,  to 
pass  that  which  never  existed.  The  Court  will  apply  the 
same  principle  of  construction  as  in  the  case  of  a  will,  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  general  intention.  It  is  analogous 
to  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  a  deed,  if  it 
cannot  legally  operate  in  one  way,  may  be  made  to  operate 

(a)  3  Bulstr.  125.  (g)  Winch,  91. 

(6)  Cro.  Car.  399.  (h)  Hob.  277. 

(c)  6  Rep.  36.  (t)  Willes,  673. 

Id)  Dyer,  116,  pi.  70.  (k)  Cowp.  363. 

(e)  Cited  Skin.  540.  (/)  3  M.  &  W.  343. 
(/)  Hob.  170. 
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Exck,  of  PUat,  in  anotherj  in  order  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  may 

'  ^     not  fail  altogether;  as  in  Roe  v.  TVamnarr  («).    The  prin- 

MostLET      ciple  of  this  rule  of  constraction  is  stated  in  Shep.  Touch. 

MoTTEux.      ^^f  that  "  a  deed  intended  and  made  to  one  purpoeej  maj 

enure  to  another^  for  if  it  will  not  take  effect  that  way  it  is 

intended^  it  may  take  effect  another  way/' 

But^  at  all  events^  the  one  moiety  of  the  advowson^  thoo^ 
expressly  granted^  would  continue  appendant^  and  the  other 
moiety  would  pass  as  parcel  of  the  manor^  not  being  ex- 
pressly excepted:  Com.  Dig.^  Adyowson^  (B.)  It  could  not 
be  excepted  by  implication^  except  in  a  grant  £rom  the 
Crown^  or  by  virtue  of  the  stat.  17  Edw.  2,  c.  15;  Com. 
Dig.,  Fait^  (E.  5).  None  of  the  requisites  to  a  good  ex- 
ception occur  in  this  case. 

Rickards,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  deed  to  make  a  ten- 
ant to  the  praecipe  could  not  operate  to  pass  the  entire 
advowson^  and  the  entail  still  subsists  in  one  moiety.  The 
ordinary  rules  of  law  for  the  interpretation  of  instruments 
under  seal  must  apply  to  this  as  to  other  cases.  The  phun« 
tiff  contends^  that  the  deed  passed  the  entire  adyowson,  in 
several  moieties;  the  one  under  the  express  grant  of  the 
moiety,  the  other  by  implication,  under  the  conveyance  of 
the  manor  to  which  the  advowson  is  appendant.  Now,  ss 
to  the  first,  conceding  that  a  mere  mis-recital  of  an  imma- 
terial fact  will  not  prejudice  the  operation  of  the  deed^and 
may  be  rejected  by  the  Court  in  construing  it^  the  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  allegations  which  it  is  sought  to 
reject  arc  not  rather  a  part  of  the  essential  description  of 
the  property  intended  to  be  conveyed ;  if  so,  the  erroneous 
recitals  render  the  deed  inoperative  as  to  the  property  so 
misdescribed:  Com.  Dig,,  Fait,  (E.  4);  Shep.  Touch.  99. 
Assuming,  however,  that  the  deed  took  effect  as  to  the 
moiety  expressly  mentioned  in  it,  the  argument  cannot  be 
sustained,  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  deed,  that  the  other 

(a)  Willes,  682  ;  2  Wils.  75. 
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moiety  passed  merely  by  force  of  the  word  '^  manor /^  It  &Kk.tfPkaa, 
is  true  that,  as  a  general  rule,  under  the  conveyance  of  a 
manor  eo  nomine,  things  appendant  to  it  will  also  pass; 
but  that  rule  is  subject  to  this  qualification,  that  no 
express  exception,  or  specific  disposition,  of  the  things 
appendant  be  found  in  the  same  deed.  The  presump- 
tion, that  the  appendant  advowson  is  intended  to  pass 
with  the  manor,  can  arise  only  in  case  the  instrument  be 
silent  as  to  the  former :  expressum  facit  cessare  tacitum. 
The  rule  is  lidd  down  in  Shep.  Touch.  89,  that  ''  that 
which  is  generally  spoken  is  to  be  generally  understood, 
unless  qualified  by  some  special  subsequent  words,  as  it 
well  may  he,"  The  expressed  intention  of  the  parties, 
therefore,  to  deal  with  the  advowson  otherwise,  prevented  it 
from  passing  as  appendant  to  the  manor.  Besides,  if  that 
general  word  is  to  be  construed  as  including  the  advowson, 
it  must  include  the  entirety,  not  the  moiety;  and  then  a 
repugnancy  would  be  created  by  the  subsequent  words,  by 
which  a  moiety  would  purport  to  be  expressly  granted, 
after  the  entirety  had  already  passed.  With  regard  to  the 
ailment  derived  firom  intention,  the  Court  can  look  only 
at  the  intention  indicated  on  the  face  of  the  deed;  and 
that  is  altogether  in  favour  of  the  defendant  The  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  was  necessarily  founded  on  and  consist- 
ent  with  their  beUef  that  a  moiety  of  the  advowson  only 
was  subject  to  the  entail ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 
that  they  intended  to  bar  the  entail  in  the  whole,  when 
they  were  ignorant  that  it  existed  except  in  the  undivided 
parts.  The  inference  drawn  on  the  other  side  from  the 
general  recital  of  an  intention  to  bar  all  estates  tail  sub- 
sisting "  in  the  premises  or  any  part  thereof,'^  rests  entirely 
on  the  force  and  meaning  of  the  word  ''premises;''  but 
the  antecedent  to  that  word,  as  respects  the  advowson,  is 
clearly  the  moiety  of  which  it  is  before  recited  that  Bichard 
Moseley  was  seised  at  the  date  of  his  will.  The  analogy 
of  the  rules  applied  to  the  interpretation  of  wills,  as  to  the 
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&cck.  rf  pi9M,  conflict  between  a  particular  and  a  general  intention^  does 
^  *  -  not  hold  with  respect  to  deeds ;  a  much  greater  laxity  of 
MoBBLBY  construction  is  permitted  in  respect  to  testamentaiy  inr 
liornux.  struments.  Neither  does  the  principle  which  was  afiKrmed 
in  Roe  v.  TVanmarr  apply  to  the  present  case.  The  Court 
will  undoubtedly  give  effect  to  the  intentions  of  parties  by 
substituting  a  different  form  of  conveyance  of  ike  same 
estate,  for  that  which  the  deed  was  intended  to  create;  but 
they  have  never  sanctioned  such  a  laxity  of  interpretation, 
as  that  a  deed  made  to  pass  one  estate  should  enure  to 
convey  another.  This  distinction  is  clearly  pointed  out  in 
Chester  v.  Willan  (a).  Here  the  entirety  and  the  moteljf 
of  the  advowson  are  two  different  estates^  and  a  deed  which 
purports  to  be  a  specific  conveyance  of  the  one  cannot  by 
construction  be  made  to  operate  upon  the  other.  The 
deed  expressly  defines  the  manor  as  not  including  the 
advowson^  and  expressly  states  the  entail  as  subsisting  in 
the  moiety  only.  To  this  deed  the  plaintiff  is  a  party,  and 
he  cannot  therefore  be  admitted  to  allege  the  contrary  of 
that  which  he  has  thus  solemnly  aflSrmed  under  his  seal 
A  party  to  a  mis-recital  in  an  instrument  under  seal  is  not 
allowed  to  aver  that  the  fact  recited  was  not  true :  Lainstm 
V.  Tremere  {b).  Other  cases  illustrating  the  same  doctrine 
are  cited  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  Vol.  2,  p.  456. 

TapreU,  in  reply. — Even  if  the  parties  to  the  deed  be 
bound  by  its  erroneous  recitals,  none  of  the  issue  of  the 
settlor  (other  than  John  Ghilway  Moseley)  would  be  affected 
by  them.  The  rule  of  law  is  stated  in  Preston^s  Convqr- 
ancing,  vol.  1,  p.  6,  that  although  tenants  in  tail  may  bind 
themselves  by  estoppel,  as  well  as  the  owners  of  other 
estates,  yet  that  recoveries  do  not  operate  by  estoppel 
against  the  issue,  or  those  in  reversion  or  remainder.  The 
argument  for  the  plaintiff  may  therefore  be  thus  recapita- 

(a)  2  Saund.  07.  {h)  1  Ad.  &  £.  792;  3  Ncv.  &  M.  603. 
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lated.    Pirst^  that  part  of  the  deed  which  makes  mention  Bxch,  of  pieas, 

of  a  specific  moiety  of  the  advowson  as  having  vested  in  '  ^ 

Richard  Moseley,  and  passed  by  his  wiU,  ought  to  be       Mosblby 

deemed  inoperative,  for  the  misdescription  of  facts  con-      Motteu^. 

tained  therein.     Secondly,  notwithstanding  such  misre- 

cital,  a  general  intention  appears  on  the  face  of  the  deed, 

to  pass  all  the  property  of  every  kind  which  was  originally 

made  subject  to  the  entail,  and  the  words  of  conveyance 

are  amply  sufficient  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect. 

Thirdly,  as  neither  the  entire  advowson,  nor  either  moiety 

of  it,  had  in  fact  been  severed  from  the  manor,  if  a  distinct 

moiety  passed  by  the  specific  grant  contained  in  the  deed, 

it  yet  passed  as  appendant  to  the  manor,  and  the  other 

moiety,  not  being  expressly  excepted,  passed  also  as  parcel 

of  the  manor  to  which  it  continued  appendant. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

RoLFE,  B. — In  this  case  the  question  was,  whether  the 
entail  created  in  the  advowson  of  Wyverstone,  in  the  set- 
tlement by  will  of  John  Moseley,  great  uncle  of  the  plain- 
tiff, is,  as  to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  advowson,  still 
subsisting.  The  material  facts  were  as  follow :  [His  Lord- 
ship stated  the  facts  of  the  case  antecedent  to  the  deeds  of 
1823].  It  seems  the  parties  were  not  fuUy  aware  of  the 
nature  of  their  respective  rights ;  the  advowson  was  not 
specifically  mentioned  in  the  will  of  John  Moseley,  the  tes- 
tator, and  the  plaintiff  and  his  son,  not,  as  it  should  seem, 
being  aware  that  the  advowson  was  appendant  to  the 
manor,  erroneously  supposed  that  it  passed,  not  as  parcel 
of  or  appendant  to  the  manor,  to  the  plaintiff  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  eldest  son,  but  under  the  general  devise 
of  his  undisposed  of  real  estates,  to  his  nephews  as  tenants 
in  common.  The  plaintiff  and  his  son,  therefore,  mistakenly 


V. 
MOTTBUX. 
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jsiek.  ^f  Pimu,  supposed  that^  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  advowsoiij  the  plain- 
^  ^^  .  tiff  had^  on  the  death  of  his  father,  become  seised  in  fee 
MoBBLBT  simple  as  his  heir-at-law,  and  as  to  the  other  moietyj  he 
had,  under  the  will  of  his  uncle  Bichard,  become  entitled, 
subject  to  the  life  interest  in  Sarah,  the  widow  of  Bidiaid, 
as  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  son  John  Galwajr 
Mo8eley,in  tail.  Such  being  the  state  of  the  title,  the  plaintiff 
and  his  eldest  son  proceeded,  in  Hilary  Term  1828,  to  suffier 
a  recovery  of,  amongst  other  things,  the  property  devised  to 
them  under  the  wills  of  John  Moseley  and  Bichard  Moseley : 
and  whether  those  recoveries  did  effectually  comprise  the 
advowson  in  question,  is  the  point  we  have  to  decide;  if  it 
did,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff;  if  it  did 
not,  it  is  agreed  that  judgment  of  nonsuit  shall  be  entered. 
The  recovery  itself  mentioned  both  the  manor  and  the 
advowson  by  name,  and  all  necessary  parties  were  duly 
vouched;  so  that  the  only  point  is,  whether  the  advowson 
passed  under  the  deed  creating  the  tenant  to  the  prsecipe 
in  question.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  aigded 
that  the  advowson  passed  either  under  the  designation  of 
ihe  manor,  as  being  appendant  thereto,  or  if  not  so,  that  it 
passed  by  express  words,  being  named  in  the  description  of 
the  parcels  actually  mentioned.  In  support  of  the  first 
proposition,  that  the  advowson  passed  by  the  conveyance  of 
the  manor,  we  were  referred  to  a  variety  of  old  authorities, 
to  shew  that  an  advowson,  appendant  to  a  manor,  is  so 
entirely  and  intimately  connected  with  it,  as  to  pass  by  the 
grant  of  the  manor,  without  being  expressly  mentioned  or 
referred  to.  And  we  have  no  sort  of  doubt,  that  if  a  tenant 
in  tail  of  a  manor,  with  an  advowson  appendant  sofijer 
a  recovery,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  make  any  ex- 
press mention  of  his  intention  to  include  the  advowson  in 
the  recovery :  any  dealing  with  the  manor,  which  is  the 
principal,  operates  on  the  advowson,  which  is  the  accessoiyi 
whether  expressly  named  or  not :  but  it  is  to  be  observed, 
although  the  conveyance  of  the  manor  prim&  fecie  draws 
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after  it  the  advowson  also,  yet  it  is  always  competent  for  fi«*-  pf  p^om, 
the  owner  to  sever  the  advowson  from  the  manor,  either  '  ^ 

by  conveying  the  advowson  away  from  the  manor,  or  by  Mosblbt 
conveying  the  manor  without  the  advowson :  and  the  ques*  Motteux. 
tion  is,  whether,  by  the  mere  grant  of  the  manor  in  the 
deed  making  the  tenant  to  the  prsecipe  in  this  case,  the 
parties  have  not  clearly  shewn  that  they  meant  the  manor 
without  the  advowson.  If  they  have,  it  would  be  impossible 
to  contend  that  the  law  would  force  on  parties  a  meaning 
of  the  word  "  manor "  more  extensive  than  they  on  the 
face  of  the  deed  themselves  intended  it  to  bear.  We  think 
that  in  this  case  there  is  evidence  enough  to  shew  that  the 
parties,  by  the  word  "  manor,*'  meant  the  manor  without 
the  advowson.  The  deed  begins  by  reciting,  that  the  tes- 
tator was  seised  of  the  manor,  and  also  of  the  advowson;  it 
then  goes  on  to  recite  the  devise  of  the  manor,  not  including 
the  advowson;  it  then  recites,  that  Richard,  being  seised  in 
fee  of  a  moiety  of  the  advowson,  devised  it;  then  there  is  a 
conveyance  of  the  manor,  and  a  moiety  of  the  advowson. 
It  being  a  mere  question  of  intention,  in  what  sense  the 
parties  intended  to  use  the  word  *'  manor,''  whether  as  in- 
cluding or  excluding  the  advowson,  we  think  it  clear,  from 
the  passages  pointed  out,  that  they  must  have  meant  to 
exclude  it,  and  consequently  the  deed  must  be  read  as  if  it 
was  so  stated  on  the  face  of  it ;  and  the  consequence  is,  that 
the  advowson  did  not  pass  merely  by  the  force  of  the  word 
'*  manor." 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  there  are  any 
other  words  among  the  parcels  specified  in  the  deed  which 
would  carry  the  advowson.  We  think  there  are  not.  One 
moiety  of  the  advowson  passes  by  the  express  language 
used ;  the  other  is  not  conveyed  in  terms ;  there  are  no 
general  words  that  can  be  fairly  said  to  include  it,  for  the 
words  are  '^  all  and  singular  other  the  premises  late  of  the 
said  John  Moseley  deceased,  so  devised  by  him  to  the  said 
Richard  Moseley  for  his  life,  as  aforesaid ;"  that  is,  refer- 
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K*ek,  9f  Pu^i,  ring  to  the  previous  recitals  of  the  devise^ ''  manor^  landsi 

^     and  hereditaments^  not  including  the  advowsanJ*   We  think 

MosBLBT      it  would  be  a  straining  of  the  general  words  beyond  their 

MoTTiux.      legitimate  meaning,  to  put  upon  them  a  sense  which  the 

parties  have  expressly  said  they  did  not  mean  to  apply. 

The  result  is^  that  there  must  be  judgment  of  nonsuit. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit  accordingly. 


Nov,  4.  Davies  r.  Mann. 

The  gcnermi  OaSE  for  negligence.    The  declaration  stated,  that  the 

•pecting  ne-  plaintiff  theretofore,  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 

fithough Ihere^  ^^  ^^®  grievance  thereinafter  mentioned^  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was 

may  hmve  been  lawfully  Dossesscd  of  a  ccrtaiu  doukey,  which  said  donkey 

negligence  on  "^   *  ... 

the  part  of  the  of  the  plaintiff  was  then  lawfully  in  a  certain  highway,  and 

uni^'he'might  the  defendant  was   then  possessed  of  a  certain  waggon 

of  ordiMrr^^*^  and  certain  horses  drawing  the  same,  which  said  wa^on 

cire  have  and  horses  of  the  defendant  were  then  under  the  car^ 

avoided  the 

consequences  of  government,  and  direction  of  a  certain  then  servant  of  the 

negligenVhe*  defendant,  in  and  along  the  said  highway;  nevertheless  the 

li  entitled  to  re-  defendant,  by  his  said  servant,  so  carelessly,  negligently, 

fure,  where  the  unskilfully,  and  improperly  governed  and  directed  his  said 

giigentiy  drove  M'aggou  and  horscs,  that  by  and  through  the  carelessness, 

wIlggon*agaUtt  negligence,  unskilfulness,  and  improper  conduct  of  the 

and  killed  an  defendant,  by  his  said  servant,  the  said  waggon  and  horses 

au,  which  had  '     ^  i        .  7  .  , 

been  u(t  in  the  of  the  defendant  then  ran  and  struck  with  great  yiolenoe 

ed^in^'the  foreV'  against  the  said  donkey  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  then 

u*nabre"fo*S^*  woundcd,  crushed,  and  killed  the  same,  &c. 

out  of  the  way  rpj^^  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

of  the  defend-  .,^  r^..         ti-i         r, 

ant'a  waggon,         At  tbc  trial,  before  Ersktne,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  As- 

which  was 

going  at  a 

amartiih  pace  along  the  road,  It  was  held,  that  the  jury  were  properly  directed,  that  althongli  it 

was  an  illegal  act  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflT  so  to  put  the  animal  on  the  highway,  the  plainti^ 

was  entitled  to  recover. 
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sizes  lor  tbe  county  of  Worcester,  it  appeared  that  the  Exeh.  of  Pieas^ 

plaintiff,  hafing  fettered  the  fore  feet  of  an  ass  belonging    ^   ^^^'  ^ 

to  him,  turned  it  into  a  public  highway,  and  at  the  time  in        Davibs 

quastion  the  ass  was  grazing  on  the  offside  of  a  road  about        mann. 

eight  yards  wide,  when  the  defendant's  waggon,  with  a 

team  of  three  horses,  coming  down  a  slight  descent,  at 

what  the  witness  termed  a  smartish  pace,  ran  against  the 

ass,  knocked  it  down,  and  the  wheels  passing  over  it,  it 

died  soon  after.    The  ass  was  fettered  at  the  time,  and  it 

was  proved  that  the  driver  of  the  waggon  was  some  little 

distance  behind  the  horses.     The  learned  Judge  told  the 

jury,  that  though  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  in  leaving  the 

donkey  on  the  highway  so  fettered  as  to  prevent  his  getting 

out  of  the  way  of  carriages  travelling  along  it,  might  be 

illegal,  still,  if  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  was  attri-  ^  - 

butable  to  the  want  of  proper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the 

driver  of  the  waggon,  the  action  was  maintainable  against 

the  defendant;  and  his  Lordship  directed  them,  if  they 

thought  that  the  accident  might  have  been  avoided  by  the 

exercise  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  driver,  to 

find  for  the  plaintiff.    The  jury  found  their  verdict  for  the 

plaintiff,  damages  iOs, 

Godson  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — ^The  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  turning  the 
donkey  into  the  public  highway  was  an  illegal  one,  and,  as 
the  injury  arose  principally  firom  that  act,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  compensation  for  that  injury  which,  but  for 
his  own  unlawful  act,  woidd  never  have  occurred.  {Parke, 
B. — ^The  declaration  states  that  the  ass  was  lawfully  on  the 
highway,  and  the  defendant  has  not  traversed  that  allega- 
tion; therefore  it  must  be  taken  to  be  admitted.]  The  prin- 
ciple of  law,  as  deducible  from  the  cases,  is,  that  where  an 
accident  is  the  result  of  faults  on  both  sides,  neither  party 
can  maintain  an  action.   Thus,  in  BtUterfield  v.  Forrester  {a), 

(a)  11  East,  60. 
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Exck,  rf  Pleat,  it  was  held  that  one  who  is  injured  by  an  obstruction  on  a 
.  ^  .  highway^  against  which  he  fell,  cannot  maintain  an  action, 
Davibb  if  it  appear  that  he  was  riding  with  great  violence  and 
Mamn.  want  of  ordinary  care,  without  which  he  might  have  seen 
and  avoided  the  obstruction.  So,  in  Vermall  v.  Gamer  [a), 
in  case  for  running  down  a  ship,  it  was  held,  that  neither 
party  can  recover  when  both  are  in  the  wrong;  and  Bayley, 
B.,  there  says,  *'  I  quite  agree  that  if  the  mischief  be  the 
result  of  the  combined  negligence  of  the  two,  they  must 
both  remain  in  statu  quo,  and  neither  party  can  recover 
against  the  other/'  Here  the  plaintiff,  by  fettering  the 
donkey,  had  prevented  him  from  removing  himself  out  of 
the  way  of  accident;  had  his  fore  feet  been  free,  no  ac- 
cident would  probably  have  happened.  Pluckwell  v.  Wil- 
son  (4),  Luxfordv.  Large  [c),  and  Lynch  y.Nurdin  (d),  are  to 
the  same  effect. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought 
to  be  no  rule  in  this  case.  The  defendant  has  not  denied 
that  the  ass  was  lawfully  in  the  highway,  and  therefore  we 
must  assume  it  to  have  been  lawfully  there;  but  even  were 
it  otherwise,  it  would  have  made  no  difference,  for  as  the 
defendant  might,  by  proper  care,  have  avoided  injuring 
the  animal,  and  did  not,  he  is  liable  for  the  consequences 
of  his  negligence,  though  the  animal  may  have  been  im- 
properly there. 

Parke,  B. — This  subject  was  fully  considered  by  this 
Court  in  the  case  of  Bridge  v.  TT^e  Grand  Junction  Railway 
Company  {e),  where,  as  appears  to  me,  the  correct  rule  is 
laid  down  concerning  negligence,  namely,  that  the  negli- 
gence which  is  to  preclude  a  plaintiff  from  recovering  in  an 
action  of  this  nature,  must  be  such  as  that  he  could,  by ' 

(a)  1  C.  &  M.21.  (d)  1  Ad.  &  £.  (N.  S.)»  29; 

{b)  5  Carr.  &  P.  375.  4  P.  &  D.  672. 

(c)  Ibid.  421.  (e)  3  M.  &  W.  246. 
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ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  de-  i^^ch.^ofj^Uag, 
fendant's  negligence.  I  am  reported  to  have  said  in  that 
case,  and  I  believe  quite  correctly,  that  "the  rule  of  law 
is  laid  down  with  perfect  correctness  in  the  case  of  But-- 
terfield  v.  Forrester,  that,  although  there  may  have  been 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  yet  unless  he 
might,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the 
consequences  of  the  defendant's  negligence,  he  is  en- 
titled to  recover;  if  by  ordinary  care  he  might  have 
avoided  them,  he  is  the  author  of  his  own  wrong.''  In 
that  case  of  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company , 
there  was  a  plea  imputing  negligence  on  both  sides; 
here  it  is  otherwise;  and  the  Judge  simply  told  the  jury, 
that  the  mere  fact  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  leaving  his  donkey  on  the  public  highway,  was  no 
answer  to  the  action,  unless  the  donkey's  being  there  was 
the  immediate  cause  of  the  injury;  and  that,  if  they  were 
of  opinion  that  it  was  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  defend- 
ant's servant  in  driving  too  fast,  or,  which  is  the  same 
thing,  at  a  smartish  pace,  the  mere  fact  of  putting  the  ass 
upon  the  road  would  not  bar  the  plaintiff  of  his  action. 
All  that  is  perfectly  correct;  for,  although  the  ass  may 
have  been  wrongfully  there,  still  the  defendant  was  bound  \ 
to  go  along  the  road  at  such  a  pace  as  would  be  likely  to 
prevent  mischief.  Were  this  not  so,  a  man  might  justify 
the  driving  over  goods  left  on  a  public  highway,  or  even 
over  a  man  lying  asleep  there,  or  the  purposely  running 
against  a  carriage  going  on  the  wrong  side  of  the  road. 


\ 

\  \ 
\ 

\ 
\ 


\ 


GuBNBT,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Bule  refused. 


VOL.  X. 
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Mxeh,  of  Pleas, 
1842. 

.,  '  „«  "  BouBKE  V.  Lloyd. 

Nov,  22.        .^ 

Where  a  cause,  XJEBT  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  interest,  and  on  an 
we'^ievera?*'*    account  dated.     Pleas,  nunquam  indebitatus,  and  pay- 

issues,  is  refer-  j^qj^i  q^  which  issues  wcFC  joined.  The  cause  was  re- 
red  to  an  arbi-  '  ^  •* 

trator,  and  the  ferred,  before  trial,  to  an  arbitrator,  by  a  judge's  order, 
cause  are  to  which  directed  that  the  costs  of  the  cause  should  abide  the 
of  the  awi^"'  event  of  the  award,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  reference 
the  arbitrator     should  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator.    The  arbi- 

must  award 

specifically  on  trator  awarded,  that  the  plaintiff  had  good  cause  of  action 
a^neralaward,  &gainst  the  defendant,  and  directed  that  the  defendant 
tiff  hid*  ^^d'  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  £20,  together  with  the  costs  of 
cause  of  action    the  action  and  of  the  reference:  but  he  did  not  award 

against  the  de-  . «     „  ,    . 

fendant,  and      specincally  On  cach  issue. 

anVshouid  pay        ^  ^^®  having  been  obtained  for  setting  aside  this  award, 

to  the  plaintiff    ^^  j^q  grouud  that  the  arbitrates*  had  not  determined  the 

a  certain  sum,      ^  -^^ 

together  with     issucs  in  the  action,  so  as  to  enable  the  Master  to  tax  the 

the  costs  of  the 
action  and  of       COStS, 
the  reference,  is 
bad. 

Cowlingy  in  last  Easter  Term,  (May  3),  shewed  cause. — 
This  not  being  a  case  in  which  any  verdict  had  been  given, 
it  was  not  strictly  necessary  for  the  arbitrator  to  find 
specifically  on  the  issues.  But  if  it  was,  his  directing  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff  iE20,  after  having  stated  that 
the  plaintiff  had  good  cause  of  action,  amounts  in  effect  to 
a  finding  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues,  and  makes  the 
award  sufficiently  certain.  In  Dicaa  v.  Jay  (a),  where  the 
declaration  contained  eleven  special  counts  for  negligence 
as  an  attorney,  together  with  common  counts  for  money 
paid,  &c.,  and  the  cause  was  referred  by  order  of  Nisi  Prius 
to  an  arbitrator,  who  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  good  cause 
of  action  for  23/.  14^.  lOd,,  and  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  up  for  that  sum,  the  award  was  held  sufficiently 

(a)  5  Bing.  281 ;  2  M.  &  P.  448. 
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certain.  In  Duckunyrth  v.  HarrUon  (a),  where,  to  a  de-  Exek,  of  pieat, 
claration  in  debt,  the  general  issue  and  a  set-off  were  ^ 
pleaded,  and  the  cause  was  referred  by  consent  to  arbitra- 
tion, *'  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  award  to  abide  the 
eyent/'  and  the  arbitrators  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recoyer  in  the  action,  and  had  not  any  cause 
of  action  against  the  defendant,  but  said  nothing  as  to  the 
set-off;  it  was  neyertheless  held  that  the  award  was  final, 
and  that  the  defendant  might  maintain  an  action  for  the 
costs  of  the  reference  and  award.  In  the  present  case, 
there  could  haye  been  no  intention  that  the  arbitrator 
should  find  specifically  on  each  issue,  and  there  will  be  no 
difficulty  in  taxing  the  costs,  the  finding  amounting  to  a 
general  yerdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ramshay,  contra. — The  arbitrator  was  bound,  under  this 
order  of  reference,  to  find  specificaUy  on  all  the  issues, 
since  otherwise  there  would  be  no  legal  event  of  the  cause, 
to  enable  the  plaintiff,  under  the  new.rules,  to  obtain  his 
costs.  In  Norris  y.  Daniel  (i),  where  the  arbitrator  had 
not  awarded  on  three  of  the  counts  of  the  declaration,  the 
award  was  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  legal 
eyent  to  authorize  the  taxation  of  costs.  So,  in  Doe  d. 
•Madkins  y.  Homer  (c),  where  the  costs  of  an  ejectment 
were  to  abide  the  eyent  of  an  award,  the  award  was  held 
bad  for  not  stating  on  which  demise  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  succeed.  So  also,  in  Gisbome  y.  Hart  (d),  where 
the  costs  of  the  action  (which  was  assumpsit  on  a  promis- 
sory note,  with  a  count  upon  an  account  stated)  were  to 
abide  the  eyent  of  the  award,  and  the  arbitrator  awarded 
only  that  the  plaintiff  had  good  cause  of  action  for  and 
was  legally  entitled  to  recoyer  of  the  defendant  22/.  lis.  9d., 
being  the  amount  of  the  promissory  note  mentioned  in  the 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  432.  (c)  8  Ad.  &  E.  235  ;  3  N.  &  P. 

(b)  10  Bing.  507 ;  4  M.  &  Scott,      344. 
383.  (d)  5  M.  &  W.  50. 

oo2 
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£x<A,  rf  Pitat,  pleadings^  the  award  was  held  bad,  because  it  did  not  also 
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dispose  of  the  account  stated.  But  England  v.  Davimm  (a) 
is  expressly  in  point.  There  the  cause,  in  which  there 
were  several  issues,  was  referred  to  arbitration,  the  costs 
of  the  action,  the  reference,  and  the  award,  to  abide  the 
event.  The  arbitrator  was  not  desired  to  find  spedficallj 
on  each  issue;  and  he  awarded  generally  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant,  and  directed 
a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.  It  was  held  bj 
Coleridge,  J.,  after  time  taken  to  consider,  that  the  award 
was  bad.  DuckuHnih  v.  Harmon  was  cited  in  that  case, 
and  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the  costs  of  the  action 
were  not  made  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award. — He  re- 
referred  also  to  Dibben  v.  Marquis  of  Anglesea  (b)  and 
Hunt  V.  Hunt  (c). 

Cor.  adv.  vnlt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  was  a  rule  obtained  and 
argued  in  Easter  Term,  to  set  aside  an  award,  and  the 
Court  took  time  to  consider,  in  consequence  of  a  sn^es* 
tion  at  the  bar  that  a  case  in  this  Court  was  at  variance 
with,  and  had  thrown  a  doubt  upon,  the  propriety  of  se- 
veral decisions  in  which  it  had  been  laid  down,  that  where 
a  cause  with  several  issues  was  referred,  the  costs  of  the 
cause  to  abide  the  event,  the  arbitrator  must  award  speci- 
fically on  each  issue.  The  case  referred  to  was  that  of 
Duckworth  v.  Harrison ;  and  from  the  observations  said  to 
have  been  made  on  that  case  by  Mr.  Justice  ColerUfyeg  in 
England  v.  Davison,  it  would  seem  that  the  learned  Judge 
supposed  that  I  had  pronounced  an  opinion  favourable  to 
the  decision  in  Dibben  v.  Marquis  ofAnglesea,  and  indeed 
sustained  that  decision.    This,  however,  is  a  misapprehen- 

(a)  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  1052.  (b)  2  C.  &  M.  722. 

(<;)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  442. 
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sion  of  what  I  said.    In  the  case  of  Duckworth  v.  Harri-  **^*-  ^  ^^'^ 

1842. 
son,  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  award,  not  of  the  action, 

were  to  abide  the  event;  and  the  Conrt^  after  some  hesita- 
tion^ held  that  the  meaning  of  the  parties  was^  that  all  the 
costs  of  the  reference  and  award  should  abide  the  event 
of  the  award;  so  that^  if  the  plaintiff  succeeded^  he  should 
have  all  those  costs^  and  the  defendant^  on  the  other  hand, 
if  he  succeeded)  should  have  all;  and  I  stated,  or  certainly 
meant  to  state,  that  if  the  parties  had  intended  that  the 
costs  of  the  reference  and  award  should  be  divided,  and 
apportioned  to  each  issue,  they  should  have  provided  for  it 
in  the  submission.  It  is  a  mistake,  therefore,  to  suppose 
that  the  Court  intended  to  confirm  the  case  of  Dibben  v. 
Marquis  of  Angksea.  We  must  follow  the  current  of  deci- 
sions on  this  subject,  by  which  it  is  established  that  if  the 
cause  is  referred,  where  several  issues  are  joined,  and  the 
costs  of  the  cause  are  to  abide  the  event,  the  arbitrator 
must  decide  each  issue. 

Bule  absolute. 


HuRCUM  V.  Stericker  and  Another.  Sot.  23. 

Assumpsit.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated.  The  fint  count 
that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendants  as  a  in  auumpiit 
carman  at  the  wages  of  £160  per  annum;  that  it  was  the  jaiT.i"'* 

employed  by 
the  defendants  as  a  caiman,  at  wages  after  the  rate  of  160/.  a  year«  and  claimed  damages  for  hit 
discharge  without  just  cause  during  the  year ;  there  was  also  a  count  for  work  and  labour.  Th« 
particulars  of  demand  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  besides  seeking  to  recover  damages  under  the 
apedal  count,  also  sought  to  recover,  under  the  indebitatus  count,  d7/«»  the  balance  of  account 
for  a  quarter's  work  done  by  him  for  the  defendants,  commencing  on  the  ^Oth  June,  add  endlti|f 
on  the  80th  September,  1842,  after  giving  credit  for  3/.  paid  on  account  thereof.  It  appeared 
in  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  on  the  30th  July,  1842,  for  misconduct,  which  the 
Jury  found  to  be  a  sufficient  cause  for  his  dismissal ;  that  he  worked  out  that  day,  and  that  on 
the  next  morning  the  defendant  sent  for  him,  and  he  remained  working  there  that  day  also^ 
end  then  left.  The  jury  found  that  the  value  of  those  two  days'  work  was  40#.,  but  that  be  was 
entitled  to  a  month's  wages,  and  he  accordingly  had  a  verdict  for  10/.  6«.  Sd,,  allowing  for  the 
ZL,  which  had  been  paid  in  advance : — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  precluded  by  bis  par« 
tjculars  from  recovering  this  sum. 
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Bxck.  §f  PieM,  duty  of  the  defendants  not  to  discharge  the  plaintiff  with- 

V     ^  '  ^     oat  just  cause;  bat  that  they  did  discharge  him  without 

HuRcuM      just  cause  during  the  year.    There  were  also  cpunts  for 

SI  _ 

STBRicKSR.  work  and  labour^  and  on  an  account  stated.  The  partica- 
hirs  of  demand  were  as  follows: — ^''The  plaintiff,  besides 
seeking  to  recover  damages  under  the  special  count  of  the 
declaration^  also  seeks  to  recover,  under  the  indebitatus 
count  of  the  declaration,  the  sum  of  £87,  being  tiie  balance 
of  account  for  one  quarter's  cartage  work  done  by  him  for 
the  defendants,  commencing  on  the  30th  of  June  and  end- 
ing on  the  80th  of  September  1842,  after  giving  the  de- 
fendants credit  for  the  sum  of  £3  paid  on  account  thereof.^ 
The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  non  assnmpserunt;  and 
secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  for  just  cause, 
that  is  to  say,  for  misconduct,  &c.;  on  which  issues  were 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  London  sittings 
in  this  term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  an 
agreement  with  the  defendants,  who  were  teamen  in  the 
city,  to  work  for  them  as  a  carman,  at  the  yearly  salary 
of  £160,  payable  quarterly,  commencing  on  the  30th  June, 
1841.  The  plaintiff  was  discharged  for  alleged  miscondact 
on  the  30th  July,  1842.  He  however  worked  out  the  whole 
of  the  day  on  which  he  was  discharged;  and  on  the  follow- 
ing morning,  the  defendants'  warehouseman  sent  for  hiso, 
and  asked  why  he  did  not  come  to  his  work,  and  he  re- 
mained and  worked  out  that  day  also,  and  then  left.  The 
jury  found  that  the  value  of  these  two  days'  work  was  40f. 
The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  discharged  for  just  cause,  and  if  so,  whether 
it  was  on  the  terms  that  he  should  be  paid  for  the  time  he 
actually  served.  The  jury  found  both  points  in  the  affir- 
mative; and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  month's 
wages.  A  verdict  was  accordingly  taken  for  the  plaintiir 
on  the  count  for  work  and  labour,  damages  10/.  6s,  StL, 
(allowing  for  the  £3  which  had  been  paid  in  advance),  ft 
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was  contended  for  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  was  Bteh.  of  PUat, 

1842. 

restricted  by  his  bill  of  particulars  from  claiming  or  re-  v^-^^-I.^ 
covering  a  morUKs  wages.    The  learned  Judge  reserved  the      Hurcum 

pointy  and  gave  the  defendants  leave  to  move  to  reduce  the  Stx&icub. 
damages  to  40^.^  or  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

HiU  now  moved  accordingly. — There  is  no  count  of  this 
declaration  upon  which  the  plaintiff  could  recover  a  month^s 
wages^  the  jury  having  found  that  he  was  discharged  for 
lawful  cause.  That  finding  precludes  him  from  recovering 
for  the  wages  of  any  part  of  the  antecedent  period;  his 
rights  therefore^  to  all  wages  up  to  the  30th  of  July^  under 
the  original  contract^  is  at  an  end.  Then  he  does  two  days' 
work  subsequently  to  his  discharge.  Now^  it  is  possible 
that  such  a  contract  might  be  entered  into  as  was  sug- 
gested at  the  trialj  that  he  should  be  paid  for  the  time 
he  actually  served  after  notice  of  his  discharge;  but  there 
is  no  count  of  this  declaration  on  which  such  a  contract 
can  be  founded^  comparing  it  with  the  particulars.  They 
are  for  a  quarter's  wages^  and  the  rate  is  given — at  £160 
per  annum;  the  plaintiff  could  only  recover^  at  most^  for 
the  two  days'  work  according  to  that  rate  of  payment, 
whereas  here  he  is  recovering  no  less  than  18/.  6^.  %d,  for 
those  two  days'  service.  The  only  new  consideration  is  the 
two  days'  work;  how  can  the  plaintiff  upon  that  consider- 
ation recover  a  month's  wages?  [Alderson,  B. — ^The 
plaintiff  is  not  tied  up  so  tightly  by  his  particulars  to  the 
original  contract.  It  is  clear  the  indebitatus  count  applies 
only  to  the  work  actually  done  for  each  and  every  day: 
the  defendants  could  not  therefore  be  misled  by  it.    Ac-  ' 

cording  to  the  view  the  jury  took,  the  act  of  dismissal  was 
accompanied  by  a  new  contract.]  But  the  particulars 
bind  the  plaintiff  to  recover  pro  rat&  according  to  the  rate 
of  iE160a  year. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a 
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BJtek.  of  PUat,  mle.    The  plaintiff  seeks  by  his  particulars  to  recover  a 
'   ^     quarter's  wages^  and  under  them  may  recover  a  month's 
HuRcuic       wages.     The  meaning  of  the  particulars  is,  that  he  claims, 
Stbeioker.    on  the  indebitatus  count,  the  balance  of  £S7,  for  a  quar- 
terns wages  at  a  certain  yearly  rate  of  payment,  or  any  other 
sum  not  exceeding  that  amount,  to  which  he  is  entitled  for 
any  shorter  period. 

Parke,  B. — The  meaning  of  the  particulars  is  merely 
this,  that  the  plaintiff  limits  himself  to  a  time  not  exceed- 
ing three  months,  and  a  sum  not  exceeding  £37.  The 
defendants  might  have  asked  for  better  particulars,  if  they 
thought  it  necessary.  The  particulars  do  not  say  that  the 
plaintiff  claims  at  the  rate  of  so  much  a  day. 

Alderson,  B. — ^We  ought  to  give  particulars  of  demand 
rather  a  liberal  than  a  restraining  construction,  otherwise 
we  are  in  effect  making  two  declarations,  one  to  be  a  trap 
for  the  other.  The  meaning  here  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
limits  himself  to  ^£37  on  any  indebitatus  demand  in  this 
action,  for  any  period  not  exceeding  three  months. 

BoLFE,  B.,  conctured. 

Bule  refused. 


jtfoff.  24.  Teggin  v.  Langford. 

A  judge's  order  X  HIS  was  a  casc  in  which,  the  sheriff  having  applied 
in  the  matter  of  *o  *  j^i^ge  ^t  chambers  for  an  interpleader  order,  un- 
TrlTh!^All  ^^^  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  an  order  was  accordingly 
chambers,  may   made.  On  the  4th  Julv  1842,  for  the  trial  of  an  issue.     A 

be  reviewed  by  .     i    i  i 

the  Court.         summons  to  rescind  that  order  was  afterwards  served,  and 

on  the  22d  July  the  following  order  was  made  by  Cofc- 
ridge,  J.: — "Upon  hearing  the  attornies  or  agents  for  the 
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plaintiffs^  for  the  claimant^  and  for  the  sheriff  of  Somerset-  EjccH.  of  PUa$9 
shire^  I  do  order,  that  so  much  of  the  interpleader  order     ^     ^     ,^ 
herein,  dated  the  4th  day  of  July,  1842,  as  directs  an  issue       Tboqin 
to  be  tried,  be  rescinded,  no  issue  having  been  delivered;     Lamgfo&d. 
and  that  the  said  sheriff  do  forthwith  pay  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  produce  of  the  sale  under  the  said  order ;  and  that  the 
claimant's  attorney  do  pay  the  costs  of  the  application  (to 
be  taxed)  to  the  plaintiffs,  their  attorney  or  agent/' 

Warren  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  so 
much  of  the  latter  order  as  directed  the  payment  of  costs 
by  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 

Montague  Smith  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  application.  Under  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  the  whole  discretion  as  to  the  costs  is 
vested  in  the  judge  before  whom  the  proceedings  were 
originated  at  chambers,  and  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  review  his  order:  Burgh  v.  Schofield{a).  [Lord  Abin^ 
ger,  C.  B. — There  no  order  had  been  made  as  to  costs,  and 
the  Court  declined  to  interpose ;  but  this  is  an  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  judge.]  There  is  no  jurisdiction  by  way 
of  appeal,  where  the  judge,  as  in  this  case,  sits  as  the  Court. 
IParke,  B. — Generally  speaking,  it  means  subject  to  be 
reviewed  by  the  Court,  if  wrong.  Must  it  not  in  this  case 
mean,  subject  to  such  appeal  as  judges'  orders  usually  are 
subject  to?]  In  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  s.  4,  an  express 
power  is  given  to  the  Court  to  review  the  decision  of  the 
judge ;  but  the  later  statute  vests  in  the  judge  the  same 
powers  and  authorities  as  are  by  the  6th  section  of  the 
former  act  exerciseable  by  the  Court. 

fVarren,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam  (i), 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  478. 
(6)  Lord  Abinger,  C,  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Gumey,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B* 
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Exdk.  of  Pleoit 
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j^^  9^  Morgan  v.  Lbach  and  Another. 

Where  a  notice  *^  RESPASS  against  two  magistrates^  for  assault  and  fiEdse 

of  action  to  a  imprisonment. — Plea,  not  guilty,  by  statute. 

ma^trate  was  ^            .        i                      j»                      t 

signed  by  the  At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for 

bnt^ndora^y  the  county  of  Pembroke,  the  following  fiwrts  were  proved: 

fi^w^h"t  A~"  — ^^^  defendants,  who  were  magistrates  of  the  county 

notice  was  suf.  of  Pembroke,  having  been  informed  that  a  dangerous 

donement  by  pit  existed  in  the  neighbourhood  of  a  certain  highwayi 

being  lauhe  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  quantity  of  dung  had  been  thrown  upon  the 

Stat.  24  Geo.  2,  highway  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  surveyor,  directed 

quires.  him  to  rcmovc  the  nuisances  and  to  fence  the  pit,  and,  on 

that  service  by  his  ucglccting  to  do  SO,  couvictcd  him  under  the  Highway 

2?torie?wM**^  Act,  5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  50.    The  terms  of  the  convictioa 

sufficient,  and  ^ere,  that  the  plaintiff  had  "  wilfully  neglected  his  duty  in 

that  the  notice  ,                        ,                                    ,               .           , 

need  not  be  not  removing,  or  causing  to  be  removed,  certain  nuisances 

senred  by  the  .            ••                        _^  •     -t*   v.           •     ai_          •  j           •  i.   q_             j 

attorney  him-  ^^  ^^^  upou  a  Certain  highway  m  the  said  parish  &c.,  and 

"^  The  defend.  ^^^  ^^^^  guarding  a  dangerous  pit  lying  on  the  side  of  the 

ants,  who  were  said  highway.''    The  plaintiff  was  kept  a  short  time  in 

magistrates,  di-  _                           i          i          t                      •     •             mi               .         # 

rected  the  Confinement  under  the  above  conviction.    The  notice  of 

vl^yor'of  high."  ^ction,  required  by  the  statute  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  1,  was 

ways,  to  remove  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  indorsed  by  his  attorney,  and  served 

sance  from  the  by  the  attorney's  clerk, 

fence^a  pit^that^  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  the 

r«  j  *!!!? ?^™*  conviction  was  bad,  and  that  the  defendants  were  not  war- 
ana,  on  nis  ne-  '' 

giecting  to  do  ranted  under  the  73rd  or  20th  section  of  the  act  in  con- 
so,  convicted 

him  in  a  pe-  victing  the  plaintiff. — On  behalf  of  the  defendants,  it  was 

"  wi?ftd[y  ne^°^  urgcd  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  on  the 

giected  his  duty  grounds,  first,  that  the  notice  of  action  was  served  by  the 

in  not  remov-  o                ^           ^                                                                                        ^ 

ing,  or  causing  attorney's  clerk,  and  not  by  the  attorney  himself;  and 

to  be  removed, 

certain  nui-  Secondly,  that  the  notice  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  and 

!l^n"a  wAafn  ^^^  ^7  ^hc  attorney.    The  learned  Judge  thought  that 

highway  in  the 

said  parish,  &c.,  and  not  duly  guarding  a  dangerous  pit  lying  on  the  said  highway:" — HeU, 
that  the  conviction  was  not  warranted  by  the  20th  or  73rd  section  of  the  Highway  Act,  5  ft 

6  Will.  4,  c  50,  and  that  it  could  not  be  supported. 


\ 
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the  conviction  conld  not  be  supported^  and  oyermled  the  Exch.  rf  PUag^ 
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defendants^  objections ;  and  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict 

for  the  plaintiff^  his  Lordship  gave  the  defendants  leave  to      Moroam 

move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Lbach. 

Evans  now  moved  accordingly. — First,  the  notice  of  ac- 
tion, having  been  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  is  bad;  it  ought 
to  have  been  signed  by  the  attorney.  By  the  24  Qeo.  2, 
c.  44,  s.  1,  it  is  enacted,  "  that  no  writ  shall  be  sued  out 
against^  nor  any  copy  of  any  process,  at  the  suit  of  a  subject, 
lu  be  aerved  on,  »y  juice  of  tie  peace  for  any  tL^ 
by  him  done  in  the  execution  of  his  office,  until  notice  in 
writing  of  such  intended  writ  or  process  shall  have  been 
delivered  to  him,  or  left  at  the  usual  place  of  his  abode,  by 
the  aiiamey  or  agent  for  the  party  who  intends  to  sue  or 
cause  the  same  to  be  sued  out  or  served,  at  least  one  calen- 
dar month  before  the  suing  out  or  serving  the  same,  in 
which  notice  shall  be  clearly^  and  explicitly  contained  the 
cause  of  action  which  such  party  hath  or  daimeth  to  have 
against  such  justice  of  the  peace.'^  Under  that  statute, 
service  of  notice  by  the  party  himself  is  not  sufficient ;  it 
must  be  by  the  attorney  employed.  The  act  must  be 
strictly  complied  with.  In  Taylor  v.  Fenwick,  cited  in 
Lovelace  v.  Curry  (a),  Laivrence,  J.,  states  it  to  have  been 
decided  that "  the  statute  has  prescribed  a  form  which  must 
be  implicitly  followed;  and  it  admits  of  no  equivalent. 
The  statute  was  made  to  introduce  a  strictness  of  form  in 
favour  of  justices,  and  it  must  be  observed  literally."  The 
act  contemplated  that  the  justices  should  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  tendering  amends,  and  therefore  the  object  was 
to  require  the  notice  to  be  given  by  a  person  who  had  a 
well-known  office,  or  place  of  residence,  which  was  easily 
to  be  found.     In  Bennett  v.  Brouffhton,  reported  in  a  pub- 


(a)  7  T.  R.  635. 
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Bjteh.  ti  Ptsm,  lication  called  ''  The  JoBtioe  of  the  Peace/'  toL  ii.  p.  759^ 
'        which  was  an  action  against  a  magistrate^  it  was  objected 
by  the  defendant  that  the  notice  of  action  was  bad^  being 
signed  by  the  plaintiff^,  and  not  by  his  attorney,  whereas 
the  statute  required  that  it  should  not  be  the  notice  of 
the  party,  but  of  the  attorney  or  agent:  and  Lord  Abmger, 
C.  B.,  who  tried  the  cause,  said,  ''  With  regard  to  the  first 
objection,  as  I  am  not  quite  clear  upon  that,  I  will  not 
give  any  decided  opinion,  though  I  have  an  inclination  in 
favour  of  the  objection/'    Secondly,  the  sendee  of  the 
notice  of  objection  is  bad,  having  been  made,  not  by  the 
attorney  himself,  but  by  his  derk.    It  ought  to  be  de- 
livered by  a  person  capable  of  accepting  a  tender  of  amends. 
[Gumey,  B. — ^The  act  does  not  require  per$(mal  service; 
therefore  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  attorney  himself 
should  deliver  it.    The  justice  has  a  whole  month  in  which 
to  tender  the  amends.]    Thirdly,  the  learned  judge  misdi- 
rected the  jury  in  saying  that  he  thought  the  conviction 
could  not  be  supported,  for  the  plaintiff  was  properly  con- 
victed of  a  breach  of  duty,  either  under  the  20th  or  the 
73rd  section  of  the  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50. 
The  20th  section  enacts,  '^  That  if  any  surveyor,  or  district 
surveyor,  or  assistant  surveyor,  shall  neglect  his  duty  in 
any  thing  required  of  him  by  this  act,  for  which  no  par- 
ticular penalty  is  imposed,  he  shall  forfeit  for  every  such 
offence  any  sum  not  exceeding  £h"    The  73rd  section 
enacts,  ''  That  if  any  dung,  &c.  shall  be  laid  upon  any 
highway,  so  as  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  shall  not,  after  notice 
given  by  the  surveyor,  be  removed,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
him,  by  order  of  a  justice,  to  remove  the  dung,  &c.  and 
dispose  of  the  same,  applying  the  proceeds  to  the  repair  of 
the  highway/'    It  is  submitted,  that  under  the  latter 
section  it  was  the  duty  of  the  surveyor  to  cause  the 
nuisance  to  be  removed,  if  the  party  did  not  remove  it 
upon  notice,  and  that  for  his  neglect  to  do  so  he  was 
answerable  under  the  20th  section. 


k 
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Lord  Abinobr.  C.  B. — ^I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  Sxek.  of  PitM, 

.  .  1842. 

rule  in  this  case.    The  act  requires  the  sendee  of  the  notice 

to  be  by  the  attorney^  and  accordingly  it  is  effed;ed  by  the 
attorney's  clerk.  That  is  equivalent  to  a  service  by  the 
attorney  himself.  Secondly^  the  notice  is  not  bad  by  rea- 
son of  its  being  signed  by  the  plaintiff;  the  attorney  has 
indorsed  it^  and  that  is  sufficient.  Thirdly^  there  is  no 
ground  for  a  rule  in  respect  of  the  judge's  direction^  for  I 
think  it  clear  that  the  conviction  cannot  be  supported. 

Parke^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  signature 
of  the  plaintiff  did  not  vitiate  the  notice;  it  was  an  unne- 
cessary act;  the  statute  does  not  say  that  the  notice  shall 
be  signed  by  any  body.  Secondly,  it  was  not  necessary 
that  the  attorney  should  serve  the  notice  with  his  own 
hand.  Thirdly,  the  conviction  is  bad.  The  73rd  section 
does  not  make  it  incumbent  on  the  surveyor  to  remove 
nuisances;  it  empowers  him  to  give  notice  to  the  parties 
placing  them  there  to  remove  them.  Again,  the  act  im- 
poses no  obligation  on  him  to  fence  places  that  are 
dangerous. 

Gurnet,  B. — The  act  does  not  make  personal  service 
upon  the  magistrate  necessary  in  this  case.  Nor  is  it  re- 
quisite for  him  to  tender  amends  at  the  time  of  giving  the 
notice :  the  statute  allows  him  a  month  for  that  purpose* 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 
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EmcIL  of  Pka$t 
1842. 

"  David  Watson  Furdon  and  Thomas  Purdon,  Executors 

^w.  9.  of  David  Purdon,  v.  William  Furdon. 

Atsumptitby  xilSSUMFSIT  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  execators  of  David 
Ihc  w^'^"*''^  Furdon,  on  a  promissory  note  for  £110,  made  by  the  de- 
promissory        fendant  in  the  Ufetime  of  David  Pardon.    There  were  also 

note,  against 

the  defendant  counts  for  mouoy  lent  by  and  on  an  account  stated  with 
plaintiff  pro-  ^  ^^^  testator,  alleging  promises  to  him,  and  on  an  account 
tkTtbc  fouiw-  ®^^^  "^^^^  *^®  plaintiffs  as  executors  of  D.  Pardon,  and  a 
ing  indorse-       promisc  to  them  as  such  executors.    Plea,  the  Statute  of 

ment  upon  't, 

signed  by  the       Ijimitations. 

one*^of  the  plain-      ^  ^®  ^^^  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last 


ot  tne  pi 
:— "  Hi 


Yorkshire  Assizes,  the  only  evidence  given  by  the  plain* 


tift :— «  Hull, 
18S8.  Memo- 
randum, that      tiffs  was  the  promissory  note  (which  was  above  six  yean 

IL  7#.  6d.,  one  old),  with  the  following  indorsement  upon  it : — ''  Hull, 
terwitfCas  paid  l^^. — Memorandum,  that  the  sum  of  1/.  7*.  6dL,  one 
®"  ^***  JIIm!*.^°     quarter's  interest,  was  paid  on  the  within  note.    William 

note.   William     ^  '  tr 

Purdon,  Thos.  Purdou   (the  defendant),  Thomas  Purdon,^'   (the  plain* 

Held,  th^i  tiff).    No  evidence  was  given  of  the  time  of  the  death  of 

dent'evidcnce  ^^^^^  Purdon,  the  tcstator.     It  was  objected  for  the  do* 

of  an  account  fendant,  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  since,  as 

suted  with  the  '  ^  *^  '  ' 

executors,  with-  thcrc  was  no  proof  of  the  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
the  time^ofthe  there  was  uo  evidence  of  an  account  stated  with  him  at  the 
testator's  death.  ^^^^  q£  ^j^g  memorandum,  as  he  might  not  be  alive  at  that 

time:  and  even  admitting  the  memorandum  to  be  e?i- 
dence  of  an  account  stated  with  the  testator,  still  there 
was  no  count  upon  an  account  stated  with  him,  and  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  the  executors.     It  was  also  contended,  that  as 
the  plaintiff  Thomas  Purdon  was  not  alleged  in  the  me- 
morandum to  be  executor,  there  was  no  evidence  of  an 
account  stated  with  him.     The  learned  Judge  overruled 
the  objections;  and  the  jury,  under  his  direction,  having 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  he  gave  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
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Jervis  now  moved  accordingly.  —The  indorsement  upon  **c*.  ofPkat^ 
this  note  was  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  statute.    Although 
payment  of  interest  admits  the  currency  of  the  note^  it  has 
not  the  same  effect  as  payment  of  part  of  the  principal. 
It  is  a  payment  collateral  to  the  principal  debt.     In  Jones 
Y.  Ryder  (a),  it  was  held^  that  a  mere  parol  statement  of 
an  antecedent  debt  without  any  new  contract  or  consider- 
ation, made  within  six  years  before  action  brought,  does 
not  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.    Here  the  plaintiff 
was  not  stated  to  be  the  executor,  and  there  was  no  ground 
for  inferring  that  the  interest  had  been  paid  to  him.    To 
make  an  act  amount  to  an  account  stated,  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  shew  something  equivalent  to  a  promise  to 
pay. 

Parke,  B. — Surely  this  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 
It  was  strong  evidence  of  payment  of  1/.  7s.  6d,  on  account 
of  the  note.  The  payment  of  interest,  it  is  true,  does  not 
necessarily  prove  that  the  principal  money  is  due,  but 
surely  it  is  evidence  of  that  fact,  and  but  for  the  objection 
the  jury  would  have  no  hesitation  in  so  finding. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  4  M.  &  W.  32. 
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Exch.  ^  Pleatp 
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*""""^'      '  Hemino  and  Wife  r.  Power. 

Slander.— The  )o  LANDER. — The  declaration,  after  tbe  usual  introduce 

■fter'redtkig  ^^^^  averments  in  declarations  for  slander,  alleged  that  the 

that  A.  and  B.,  plaintiffs,  Dempster  Heming  and  Bhoda  Mary  Charde  his 

were  Uwfui '  wife,  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  &c.  therein- 

wuL,  and^hat  &fter  mentioned,  had  been  and  were  lawful  husband  and 

B.  waf  the  law-  ^j£»        j  ^jg^  ^^xsi  before  the  committing  of  the  said  griev- 

ful  lifter  of  one  '  .  . 

c,  alleged  that  anccs,  and  at  the  time  of  the  intermarriage  of  the  said 

•poke  of  and  plaintiffs,  the  said  Bhoda  Mary  Charde  was  the  lawful 

^mS*  B*  'and  sister  of  one  Henry  Leigh  AUeyne,  he  the  said  Henry 

her  interroar-  Leigh  Alleyne  then  residing  within  this  realm :  yet  that  the 

and  concerning  defendant,  wcll  knowing  the  premises,  and  wickedly  and 

words^ follow-  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiffs  in  their  good 

JmHu  Moer- **  iia^e  and  reputation,  and  to  bring  them  into  public  scan- 

tained  beyond  dal,  infamy,  and  disgrace,  and  to  cause  it  to  be  believed  by 

doubt  that  C.  '  ^ '  r>         >  j 

and  B.  are  not  their  neighbours,  and  others,  that  the  said  Bhoda  Mary 

^er  and  siTter,  Charde  had  been  guilty  of  the  crimes  and  misconduct 

'^"r'Jlfl^y  thereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  charged  upon  her, 

first,  that  the  and  to  subject  her  to  the  pains  and  penalties  by  the  laws 

not  bound  to  of  this  kingdom  made  and  provided  against  persons  guilty 
ducIo^^aveT"  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1841,  in  a  certain 

ment  that  B.  discoursc  which  the  defendant  then  had  of  and  concerning 

was  the  lawful  ...  •        ,  . 

•later  of  c. ;  the  Said  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  their  said  inter- 
thrdecfaration  marriage,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  Henry  Leigh 
rrre8t°oVjudJ^  Alleyne,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  subjects  of 
ment  our  lady  the  Queen,  falsely  and  maliciously  spoke  and 

published  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  con- 
cerning their  said  intermarriage,  and  of  and  concerning 
the  said  Henry  Leigh  Alleyne,  the  false,  scandalous,  mali- 
cious, and  defamatory  words  following,  of  and  concerning 
the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  their  said  intermar- 
riage, and  of  and  concerning  the  said  H.  L.  Alleyne,  that 
is  to  say,  "  It  has  been  ascertained  beyond  doubt,  that  Mr. 
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Alleyne  (meaning  the  said  H.L.Alleyne)  and  Mrs.  Dempster  Egeh.  ofpkaf, 
Heming  (meaning  the  said  Bhoda  Mary  Charde)  are  not 
only  not  brother  and  sister^  but  man  and  wife"  (meaning 
that  the  said  B.  M.  Charde^  being  lawfully  married  to  and 
the  lawful  wife  of  the  said  H.  L.  Alleyne,  had  afterwards 
feloniously  and  unlawfully  married  and  taken  to  husband 
the  said  plaintiff,  Dempster  Heming,  the  said  H.  L. 
Alleyne  being  then  alive,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided) :  And  also  the  false, 
scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  words  following,  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  their 
said  intermarriage,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  H.  L. 
Alleyne,  that  is  to  say,  "  It  has  been  ascertained  beyond 
doubt,  that  Mr.  Alleyne  (meaning  the  said  H.  L.  Alleyne) 
and  Mrs.  Dempster  Heming  (meaning  &c.)  are  not  only 
not  brother  and  sister,  but  man[and  wife''  (meaning  that 
the  said  B.  M.  Charde  had  been  guilty  of  felony  in  marry- 
ing the  said  plaintiff  Dempster  Heming) :  And  also  the 
false,  scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory  words  following,  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  their 
said  intermarriage,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  H.  L. 
Alleyne,  that  is  to  say,  "  It  has  been  ascertained  beyond 
doubt,  that  Mr.  Alleyne  (meaning  the  said  H.  L.  Alleyne) 
and  Mrs.  Heming  (meaning  &c)  are  not  only  not  brother 
and  sister,  but  man  and  wife:''  And  also  the  false,  scan- 
dalous, malicious,  and  defamatory  words  following,  of  and 
concerning  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  of  and  concerning  their 
said  intermarriage,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  H.  L. 
A.,  that  is  to  say,  "  Mr.  Alleyne  (meaning  the  said  H.  L. 
A.)  and  Mrs.  Heming  (meaning  &c.)  are  man  and  wife;" 
by  means  whereof  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Leicester,  when  it  was  objected  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  non- 
suited, inasmuch  as  there  was  no  proof  of  the  introductory 

VOL.  X.  p  p  M.  w. 
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Ejteh,  of  Pleas,  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the  female  plaintiff  was 

^  '  ^     the  lawful  sister  of  Henry  Leigh  Alleyne.    The  learned 

Hemino      Judge  overruled  the  objection^  and  the  plaintiffs  obtained 

PowBR.       ^  verdict  with  one  farthing  damages^  leave  being  reserved 

to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.     The  learned 

Judge  certified  under  the  recent  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24s,  s.  2, 

that  the  grievance  in  respect  of  which  the  trial  was  brought 

was  wilful  and  malicious. 

In  last  Easter  Term  (April  19), 

The  Solicitor- General  moved  accordingly  on  the  point 
reserved,  and  also  in  arrest  of  judgment. — First,  as  to 
the  nonsuit.  The  declaration  alleges  that  Mrs.  Heming  was 
''  the  lawful  sister  of  Henry  Leigh  Alleyne,^'  and  that  al- 
legation ought  to  have  been  proved,  as  the  essence  of  the 
slander  rested  on  the  existence  of  that  relationship.  The 
colloquium  is  ''of  and  concerning  the  plaintiffs,  and  of  and 
concerning  their  intermarriage,  and  of  and  concerning  the 
said  Henry  Leigh  Alleyne,^'  and  there  is  no  allegation  of  any 
words  being  spoken  except  of  those  three  matters.  Now  it 
is  an  established  rule,  that  every  essential  allegation  in  the 
inducement  should  be  proved.  In  2  Stark,  on  £v.  628  (a),  it 
is  said — "  Where  the  declaration  avers  the  existence  of  par- 
ticular facts,  and  that  the  publication  was  of  and  concerning 
those  facts,  their  existence,  if  material  to  the  actionable  qua- 
lity of  the  publication,  must  be  proved.*'  In  Teesdale  v.  Cle- 
ment {b),  which  is  cited  by  Mr.  Starkie,  and  which  was  an 
action  for  libel,  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  a  constable,  having  arrested  certain  persons  for 
unlawfully  having  a  human  body  in  their  possession,  had 
been  ordered  by  a  magistrate  to  take  the  body  to  Surgeons* 
Hall,  which  he  did,  on  which  the  defendant  published  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  that,  instead  of  taking  it  to 
Surgeons*  Hall,  he  had  taken  it  to  different  places  to  obtain 

(fl)  3rd  edit.  (b)   I  Chit.  R.  C03. 
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ft  price  for  it.  The  plaintiff  at  the  trial  not  having  proved  Bjeeh.  of  piew^ 
that  he  took  the  body  to  Surgeons'  Hall,  was  nonsuited  by 
Lord  Tenterden,  who  held  that  it  was  an  allegation  which 
it  was  requisite  to  prove.  [Parke,  B. — ^There  the  proof 
was  essential  to  the  criminal  quality  of  the  charge.  The 
present  case  is  totally  different,  for  the  previous  relation- 
ship in  which  the  plaintiff's  wife  stood  towards  AUeyne  is 
of  no  consequence  whatever,  provided  she  were  his  lawful 
wife  before  her  marriage  with  the  plaintiff;  so  that  in  point 
of  fact  all  those  averments  as  to  who  Alleyne  was  might  be 
struck  out  of  the  declaration.  May  v.  Brown  (a)  is  an  au- 
thority to  shew  that  the  allegation,  that  the  libel  was  of 
and  concerning  the  matters  aforesaid,  does  not  compel  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  every  part  of  the  inducement.  It  is  only 
necessary  to  prove  so  much  as  is  requisite  to  give  to  the 
charge  the  character  imputed  to  it  by  the  plaintiff.]  As- 
suming the  averment  to  be  unnecessary,  still,  having  been 
made,  it  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  [Parke,  B. — 
Either  the  averment  is  immaterial  altogether,  and  may  be 
rejected  as  surplusage,  or,  if  material,  it  should  have  been 
traversed.] 

Then  the  declaration  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment.  As 
there  is  no  allegation  of  special  damage,  if  the  words  do  not 
impute  felony,  they  are  not  actionable.  The  subject-matter 
of  the  charge  is  bigamy ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  declaration 
itself  alleges  that  Mrs.  Homing  and  Mr.  Alleyne  were 
brother  and  sister,  it  is  clear  that  there  could  have  been  no 
valid  marriage  between  them,  and  consequently  in  marry- 
ing the  plaintiff  she  could  not  have  been  guilty  of  the  crime 
of  bigamy.  It  is  no  slander  to  charge  a  person  with  a  crime 
of  which  he  could  not  by  any  possibility  be  guilty,  because 
he  is  in  no  jeopardy :  BuUer's  N.  P.  5.  Thus,  in  Snaff 
V.  Gee  {b),  it  was  held  that  no  action  would  lie  for  slander 

(a)  3  B.  &  Cr.  113 ;  4  D.  &  R.  670.  (b)  4  Rep.  10. 

P  p2 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas,  in  asserting  that  the  plaintiflf  had  murdered  J.  S.  when  it  ap- 
*  peared  that  J.  S.  was  still  alive.  In  Jackson  v.  Adams  (a),  it 
was  held  that  inasmuch  as  the  property  of  the  bell  ropes  of 
a  church  is  in  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish^  it  was  not 
actionable  to  say  of  a  churchwarden  that  he  stole  the  bell 
ropes  of  his  parish.  [Parke,  B. — That  was  clearly  only  a 
charge  of  a  breach  of  trust.]  In  WUliams  y,  Stott  {b),  the 
Court  appears  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  a  verbal  impu- 
tation of  fraudulent  embezzlement  in  the  office  of  cham- 
berlain of  certain  commonable  lands  belonging  to  a  cor- 
poration would  not  be  actionable^  on  the  ground  that  the 
party  was  not  in  such  a  situation  that  he  could  be  guilty  of 
such  a  felony. 

FarkE;  B. — I  think  that  in  this  case  we  ought  to  grant 
no  rule. 

As  to  the  first  objection^  that  has  already  received  an 
answer.  In  the  first  place^  supposing  this  averment  to  be 
an  immaterial  one^  then  it  was  unnecessary  to  be  proved ; 
on  the  other  hand,  if  it  was  a  material  averment,  then  the 
defendant,  not  having  traversed,  must  be  taken  to  have 
admitted  it :  but  it  seems  to  me  it  is  clearly  an  imma- 
terial averment,  and  upon  that  ground  no  rule  will  be 
granted. 

Then  as  to  the  other  objection,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  it 
is  this :  that  the  words  which  are  ascribed  to  the  defendant, 
taken  in  connection  with  what  the  plaintiff  has  averred, 
shew  that  the  offence  of  bigamy  could  not  have  been  com- 
mitted, and  therefore  that  Mrs.  Homing  could  not  have 
been  in  any  danger,  as  the  person  whom  she  was  charged  to 
havepreviously  married  was  her  brother.  If  it  proceeds  upon 
that  ground,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  foundation 
for  the  objection.     The  complaint  against  the  defendant  is 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  402  ;  2  Scott,  699.  (b)  1  C.  &  M.  C75. 
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the  making  of  a  false  charge  against  the  plaintifP^  and  if  you  Bxeh,  qf  Pteat, 
take  the  words  of  the  defendant  altogether^  they  clearly  ^  '   - 

amount  to  a  charge  of  felony,  and  a  false  one,  against  Mrs.  Hbmino 
Heming.  According  to  the  averment  in  the  declaration.  Power. 
it  is  a  charge  of  felony,  for  the  defendant  does  not  admit 
she  was  the  sister  of  Alleyne;  on  the  contrary,  his  statement 
is,  that  Mrs.  Heming,  who  is  now  married  to  the  plaintiff, 
instead  of  being  sister  to  Alleyne,  was  his  wife ;  if  so,  she 
was  guilty  of  the  offence  of  bigamy  in  intermarrying  with 
the  plaintiff.  The  ground  of  the  matter  being  actionable 
is  that  a  charge  is  made,  which,  if  it  were  true,  would  en- 
danger the  plaintiff  in  point  of  law.  Here,  if  it  were  true, 
the  plaintiff  would  be  in  danger  of  a  prosecution  for  bigamy, 
and  therefore  the  matter  said  to  have  been  uttered  is  ac- 
tionable. The  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  she  was 
not  the  wife  of  Alleyne,  but  his  sister,  appears  to  me 
to  make  no  difference  in  the  case;  it  is  no  answer  to  shew 
that  the  charge  is  false,  and  that  is  the  whole  inference  to 
be  drawn  from  'what  is  averred  in  the  declaration.  The 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  are  all  distinguishable. 
With  respect  to  that  of  Snaff  v.  Gee,  it  appears  to  me  that, 
according  to  the  true  understanding  of  that  case,  it  is  a 
very  different  one  from  the  present.  There  the  averment 
was  that  the  defendant  said  of  the  plaintiff,  ''  Thou  hast 
killed  my  wife  /'  and  there  was  an  allegation  in  the  decla- 
ration that  he  was  speaking  of  a  person  who  was  then 
alive.  The  allegation  must  have  been  such  as  that  the 
Court  could  not  but  imply  that,  at  the  time  the  words  were 
uttered,  they  were  uttered  of  a  person  known  to  the  parties 
in  whose  presence  they  were  spoken,  to  be  alive ;  and  there- 
fore that  they  could  not  infer  it  was  meant  to  impute  a 
felony.  The  fact  being  known  that  she  was  alive  at  the 
time  would  shew  that  the  word  kUl  was  not  used  in  the  sense 
of  taking  away  life.  That  was  also  the  meaning  of  the  Court 
in  the  case  of  flllliams  v.  Stott.  The  reason  why  the 
action  lies  is,  that  those  persons  who  heard  the  slander  might 
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Bxck.  rfPkta,  infer  that  the  plaintiiBP  had  been  guilty  of  a  felony,  and 
1842.  might  make  a  charge  founded  upon  it :  but  if  at  the  time  the 
words  are  uttered,  there  are  circnmstanoes  which  deailj 
shew  the  words  are  not  used  in  the  sense  of  imputing  a 
felony,  then  the  charge  falls  to  the  ground,  and  no  action 
will  lie*  And  it  is  only  on  that  ground  that  the  caae  of 
Snag  v.  Gee  can  be  supported  in  point  of  law. 

Applying  this  principle  of  construction,  it  seems  to  ae 
that  in  this  case  there  is  no  ground  to  arrest  the  judgment. 
The  words  import  a  charge  of  felony,  and  muat  be  taken 
so  to  have  been  understood  by  those  who  heard  them;  and 
that  charge  is  false.  That  is  sufficient  to  rend^  than 
actionable  in  point  of  law. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon  both 
points.  As  to  the  first,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  SoUdtar^ 
General  never  escaped  from  the  difficulty  which  the  Court 
put  upon  him,  from  the  moment  it  was  admitted  by  him  tliat 
this  immaterial  allegation  need  not  be  proved  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Then  as  to  the  second  point  that  has  been  made,  in  arrcit 
of  judgment,  I  take  the  rule  to  be  this : — ^the  words,  to  be 
actionable,  must  impute  a  criminal  <^enoe ;  that  is,  t^ 
words,  if  true,  must  be  such  that  the  plaintiff  would  be 
guilty  of  a  criminal  offence.  Here  the  words  are,  *'  that 
it  is  now  ascertained  beyond  all  doubt  that  Mrs.  Homing 
and  Mr.  Alleyne  are  not  brother  and  sister,  but  man  and 
wife :''  imputing  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Alleyne.  Surely 
it  is  for  a  jary  to  say  whether  the  defendant  does  not  mean 
that  she  has  committed  the  crime  of  bigamy.  Undoubtedlyi 
if  the  fact  were  well  known  by  the  persons  who  heard  the 
words  uttered,  that  Mr.  Alleyne  was  the  brother  of  Mn. 
Heming,  it  would  be  a  very  pr€q[>er  question  to  submit  to 
the  jury,  that  their  verdict  ought  to  be  that  there  was  oo 

(a)  1  C.  &  M.  675. 


i 


Balguyy  for  the  plaintiflfs^  on  the  same  day  obtained  a 
rnle  to  shew  canse  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  the  improper  reception  of  evidence. 

Against  that  rule  cause  was  shewn  in  Trinity  Term  last 
by  the  Solictior-General,  Daniel,  and  MeUar,  for  the  defend- 
ant; and  Balffuy,  Gotilbum,  Serjt.,  Hill,  and  Waddington, 
were  heard,  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider;  but  now  (November  6), 
Gatilbum,  Seijt.,  intimated  that  the  judgment  of  the  C!ourt 
would  not  be  required. 
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intention  of  imputing  bigamy,  but  incest.  It  might  be  a  fif«*-  ^  ^^^f 
question  in  that  case  whether  the  words  did  not  convey  an 
imputation  different  from  that  charged  in  the  declaration. 
But  as  the  case  stands,  it  appears  not  only  that  the  de- 
fendant spoke  the  words,  but  that  he  spoke  them  with  the 
meaning  alleged  in  the  declaration.  That  question  has 
been  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  very  properly  found  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

BoLFE,  B.  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 


St2  CASES   IN   THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Etek,  rf  Pleat, 
1842. 

FuRSDONj  Executrix  of  Fubsdon^  v.  Clooo  (a). 

Quere,  whether  xVsSUMPSIT  for  the  1186  and  occupation  of  premises  al- 
ment,  made  by  l^ged  to  have  been  held  by  the  defendant  as  tenant  to  the 
a  deceased  col.  plaintiff's  tcstator,  who  died  in  1837.    The  first  count 

lector  of  rents,     ^  ' 

at  the  Ume  of     stated  a  promise  to  pay  to  the  testator  in  his  lifetime;  the 
his  employer      sccond^  a  promise  to  the  plaintiff  as  executrix.     Pleas,  non 
iThim  fr^'''^  assumpsit,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
the  tenants,  as        \^  the  trial  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  Devonshire  Summer 

to  the  person 

from  whom  he  Assizes,  1841,  it  appeared  that  the  premises  in  question 
ticuiar  surn^en-  Consisted  of  a  piece  of  land  called  the  *'  Four  Lords'  Land," 
t*he*ren!a?'™  *"  ^^  ^**^^^  *^®  defendant  had  been  for  many  years  in  the 
admissible  in      occupation,   and  the  property  in  the  several  undivided 

evidence  against  m.      m.       ^ 

that  person  7  fourth  parts  whcrcof  had  been  for  a  long  time  in  dispute 

Construction  in  theCourt  of  Chancery.    In  the  year  1816,  the  plaintiff's 

giTcn  in  T^^^  tcstator  obtained  a  decree  of  that  Court  in  &vour  of  his 

knowicd  ***  *^  *^^^®  ^^  ^^®  undivided  fourth  part,  and  for  a  partition  of  the 

of  title  under  estate;  and  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  attended 

Will.  4,  c.  27,  before  the  commissioner  appointed  to  carry  the  partition 

•    17 

'  into  effect,  and  expressed  no  dissent.     It  was  proved  that 

the  testator's  rents  were  generally  collected  by  his  attorney, 
a  Mr.  Law :  he,  however,  on  two  occasions,  had  employed 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  tenants,  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Charley,  who  was  since  dead,  to  collect  them  for  him. 
Mr.  Law  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
stated  that,  in  the  year  1821,  he  gave  Charley  the  rentab 
of  the  years  1820  and  1821  to  collect  by,  and  that  Charl^ 
paid  him  the  aggregate  of  the  sums  carried  out  in  those 
rentals  in  the  paid  columns.  Among  those  entries  appeared 
one  (in  Charley's  handwriting)  of  the  sum  of  £6  as  having 
been  received  for  the  premises  in  question ;  and  Mr.  Law 
swore  that  Charley  stated  to  him,  at  the  time  of  making 

(a)  This  case  was  determined      but  the  documents  could  not  be 
in  last  Easter  tenn   (April  28),      obtained  in  time  to  report  it  sooner. 
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the  above  payment^  that  he  had  received  that  sum  from  Ejeeh.  ifPUoh 
the  defendant.    This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  de-     ^   ^^^*  ^ 
fendant's  counsel^  and  the  learned  Judge  inclined  to  think      Fvmdon 
it  inadmissible,  but  took  a  note  of  it.    Two  letters  from        Clooo. 
the  defendant  to  the  testator's  attorney  were  also  put  in^ 
which,  it  was  contended,  amounted  to  a  sufficient  acknow- 
ledgment of  title  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.    The  first  was  dated  December  6,  1833,  and, 
after  a  long  statement  of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  de- 
fendant in  the  course  of  the  litigation  respecting  the  pro- 
perty, stated  that  he  wished  ''  an  arrangement  to  be  made 
on  reasonable  terms,  and  due  consideration  and  compensa- 
tion to  be  made.''    The  other  letter  was  dated  August  30, 
1837,  (after  the  testator's  death),  and  was  in  answer  to  an  ap- 
plication by  the  attorney  for  payment  of  the  arrears  of  rent ; 
and  after  stating  that  the  defendant  ''was  involved  in  law 
from  1805  to  1816  concerning  the  Four  Lords'  Land,  which 
had  given  him  great  trouble  and  expense,  and  that  with  re- 
spect to  the  expenses,  it  was  reasonable  that  the  lords  of  the 
fee  should  make  him  some  recompense  accordingly,"  and 
after  detailing  certain  particulars  as  to  the  se veralclaims  which 
had  been  made  to  the  property,  that  the  plaintiff's  testator 
had  been  applied  to  to  defend  his  title  as  to  one-fourth, 
but  had  objected  so  to  do,  and  that  "  it  appeared  reason- 
able that  Mr.  Fursdon  should  vindicate  his  right  to  the 
land,"  rather  than  that  the  expenses  should  fall  upon  the 
tenants,  the  letter  concluded  by  stating  that  the  writer 
''begged  compassion,  mercy,  and  pity,  and  recompense  in  a 
satisfactory  manner."    The  learned  Judge  thought  that 
these  letters  amounted  to  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  of 
the  title  of  the  testator,  and  accordingly  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  reserving  leave  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

In  the  following  Michaelmas  Term,  Erie  obtained  a  rule 
accordingly,  against  which,  in  Michaelmas  vacation. 
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Btek.  e/  Pleas,      The  SoltcUor-Generol  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that 

the  declaration  of  Charley,  as  to  the  payment  of  rent  by 
the  defendant  in  1821,  was  clearly  admissible,  and  was  suf- 
ficient to  charge  the  defendant  in  this  action.  He  cited 
IPhill.  Evid.  pp.  812, 821, 825  (8th  edit.).  Barker  v.  Bay  {a), 
and  Skeffingtcn  v.  WTntekurat  {b) : — and  the  Court  then 
called  upon 

Erie  and  Taprell,  in  support  of  the  rule. — They  insisted 
that  the  parol  declaration  of  Charley,  who  was  merely  a 
person  employed  on  two  occasions  only,  not  a  regular 
steward  or  agent,  was  not  admissible  in  evidence;  that 
none  of  the  cases  went  further  than  to  declare  the  written 
entries  of  such  a  person,  charging  himself  with  the  receipt 
of  money,  evidence  after  his  death,  and  that  it  would  be 
very  dangerous  to  extend  the  rule  to  mere  verbal  declara- 
tions of  such  an  agent.  They  referred  to  the  following 
authorities : — Higham  v.  Bidgway  (c),  Doe  d.  Human  v. 
Pettet  (d),  Ivat  v.  Tlnch  (c),  Davies  v.  Pierce  (/),  Peaceable 
V.  Watson  (^),  Holloway  v.  BaJtes  (A),  Doe  d.  Foster  v.  /is/- 
Uams  (f),  Barker  v.  flay,  Woolway  v.  Bowe  (A:),  Walker 
V.  Broadstock  (Z),  Came  v.  Nicoll  (m).  Doe  d.  Gallop  v. 
Vowles  (n).  Doe  d.  Baggalley  v.  Jones  (o).  Strode  v.  Win- 
Chester  (p),  Marks  v.  Lahee  (g),  1  PhiU.  Evid.  311. 

Crowder  and  Montague  Smith,  who  also  appeared  for  the 
plaintiff,  were  then  heard  upon  this  point,  and  contended 


(a)  2  Rubs.  67.  &  M.  849. 

(6)  3  Y.  &  C.  21.  (/)  1  Esp.  458. 

(c)  10  East,  109.  (tn)   1   Bing.   N.  C.    430  ;    1 

(d)  6  B.  &  Aid.  223.  Scott,  466. 

(e)  1  Taunt  141.  (n)  1  M.  &  Rob.  261. 
(/)  2  T.  R.  53.  (o)  1  Camp.  367. 

Ig)  4  Taunt.  16.  (p)  1  Dick.  397. 

(A)  2  T.  R.  55.  (q)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  408 ;  4  Scott, 

(i)  Cowp.621.  137. 

(k)  I  Ad.  &  £.  114;  3  Nev. 
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that  there  was  no  distinctioii  in  law  as  to  the  admissibility  Exeh.  of  piemti 

1842 
of  written  and  parol  declarations  made  by  deceased  agents: 

that  it  was  in  all  such  cases  a  question  for  the  jury  as  to 

the  weight  and  value  of  the  evidence,  but  that  the  law  of 

England  made  no  distinction  whatever  between  matter  by 

parol  and  in  writing,  except  where  the  writing  was  by 

deed. 

The   Court  took  time  to  consider  this  point,  and  in 

Easter  Term,  desired  that  the  case  should  be  argued  also 

on  the  other  question,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  letters  as  an 

acknowledgment  of  title.     It  was  argued  accordingly  by 

The  Solicitor' General,  Crowder,  and  Moniaffue  Smith,  for 
the  plaintiff.  They  contended  that  the  letters  read  in  evi- 
dence clearly  amounted  to  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  of 
title,  within  the  terms  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  14: 
that  they  were  in  effect  an  admission  of  the  testator's  right 
to  sue  for  the  rent,  and  an  assertion  of  a  claim  by  way  of 
set-off,  by  reason  of  the  cost  of  the  litigation  about  the 
property. 

Taprell  (with  whom  was  Erie),  in  support  of  the  rule,  ar- 
gued, first,  that  the  letter  of  the  80th  August,  1837,  did  not 
contain  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  to  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute,  because  it  was  not  made  to  the  party 
having  title  to  the  land;  and  that  the  word  rent,  in  the 
14th  section,  being  coupled  with  the  word  "  land,''  meant  a 
rent-charge  or  other  freehold  rent  issuing  out  of  the  land, 
not  a  mere  conventional  rent  for  the  occupation  of  the  land : 
and  secondly,  that  the  letters,  taken  altogether,  did  not 
import  any  explicit  or  imambiguous  acknowledgment  of 
title  in  the  testator. 

The  Court  (a),  however,  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  at 

(a)  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Aldenon,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B. 
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Bgek.  of  Pleat,  all  events  the  letter  of  the  30th  August^  1837^  which  was 
^   ^^"'  ^     written  in  answer  to  a  claim  for  the  rent  made  on  behalf  of 
FuRSDON       the  testator,  was  in  effect  an  admission  that  rent  was  due, 
Clooo.        and  therefore  an  acknowledgment  of  the  title  of  the  testa- 
tor, in  whose  right  the  plaintiff,  the  executrix,  claimed  the 
rent.     It  was  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  enter  upon  the 
other  point,  which  had  been  so  elaborately  argued,  since  on 
this  ground  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  dicbarged. 


Nov.  22.       AxsAGEB  and  Another,  Assignees,  of  Richard  Parker, 

a  Bankrupt,  v.  Close. 

Where  a  bill  of  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  by  the  plaintiffs 

16001^1  d'e-  as  assignees,  to  recover  a  bill  of  exchange  for  JS1600.   The 

Mi^^thj^t^  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  Richard 

bankrupt,  at  an  Parker  was  not  a  bankrupt  pursuant  to  the  statutes,  &c. : 

indemnity  to  a  .  '^    ^ 

third  person       and,  thirdly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  possessed  of  the 

asainst  a  bond      \_•^^  /•  j.i_   •  „j •  r  •  i.  • 

which  he  had  hill  as  of  their  own  property  as  assignees:  on  which  issues 
ezcKnited^to  the  ^Q^e  joined.  The  defendant  also  gave  notice  of  disputing 
ditor.  under  the  the  petitioning  Creditor's  debt,  the  trading,  and  the  act  of 

1  &  2  VicL,  c. 

no,  s.  8,  and  bankruptcy, 

wfofedTo^de-  At  the  trial,  before  Lord  AUnger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 

liTer  up  the  bill  Sittings  after  Trinity  term,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 

of  the  assignees  brought  to  recover  a  bill  of  exchange  for  £1600,  which  had 

nipt,  although  heeu  deposited  by  the  bankrupt  with  the  defendant  as  an 

Wm  Ac^bond  in  ^i^demnity  to  Messrs.  Margetson  and  Leake  against  a  bond 

a  cancelled 

state  i  and  he 

afterwards  obtained  800/.  on  the  bill : — Held,  in  trover  by  the  assignees  for  the  bill,  that  the 

obtaining  money  on  the  bill  was  an  actual  conversion  of  the  bill,  for  which  the  bankrupt.  If 

no  bankruptcy  had  intervened,  might  have  sued,  and  therefore  that  the  case  was  within  the  92nd 

section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  116,  and  the  depositions  under  the  fiat  were  conclusive 

evidence  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Held  (by  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.),  that  the  case  would  have  been  within  that  section,  even  if 
there  had  been  no  evidence  of  a  conversion  except  the  demand  and  refusal. 

Held  also,  that  the  production  of  the  bond  by  the  assignees  to  the  defendant  in  a  cancelled 
state  was  prim&  facie  evidence  that  it  was  cancelled  with  the  consent  of  the  obligee. 

Held  also,  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  a  conversion  of  the  whole  bill,  IGOO/.  was  the  proper 
measure  of  damages,  although  800/.  only  remained  due  on  the  bill. 
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which  they  had  executed^  jointly  with  the  bankrupt,  to  Bich,  ofpieat, 
John  Parker,  the  petitioning  creditor,  under  the  stat. 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  8.  The  plaintiffs  having  demanded 
possession  of  the  bill,  the  defendant  promised  that  he 
would  give  it  up  if  the  bond  were  cancelled  and  surren- 
dered. Another  demand  was  afterwards  made,  and  the 
bond  was  on  that  occasion  shewn  to  the  defendant  with 
the  seals  torn  off;  but  he  refused  to  give  up  the  bill,  and 
said  he  should  hold  it  for  Margetson  and  Leake.  No  evi- 
dence was  given  by  whom  or  in  what  manner  the  bond 
was  cancelled.  The  defendant  afterwards  discounted  the 
biU,  and  raised  £800  upon  it. 

The  plaintiffs  tendered  in  evidence  the  depositions  taken 
under  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy.  This  evidence  was  objected 
to  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  this  was  not  a 
case  in  which  the  bankrupt  could  have  brought  any  action 
if  his  bankruptcy  had  not  taken  place,  and  therefore  not 
within  the  92nd  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron,  however,  received  the  evidence.  The  plain- 
tiffs also  produced  the  bond  in  its  cancelled  state,  but  its 
reception  in  evidence  was  resisted,  unless  evidence  were 
given  of  the  intent  of  the  cancellation,  or  of  its  having 
been  made  with  the  knowledge  of  the  obligee.  His  Lord- 
ship overruled  the  objection,  and  received  the  bond  in 
evidence:  and  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict,  damages  £1600, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  Jervis  moved  accordingly, 
and  obtained  a  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit,  or  for  reducing 
the  damages  to  £800.    On  the  18th  of  November, 

Thesiger,  Kelly ^  and  W.  H.  Watson,  shewed  cause. — ^The 
question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  supposing  these  circum- 
stances to  have  taken  place  before  the  bankruptcy,  the 
bankrupt  could  have  maintained  the  action ;  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  he  could,  for  if  the  bond  was  cancelled,  the 
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Bxch,  of  Pleas,  bill  had  donc  its  duty,  and  ought  to  have  been  given  up 

by  the  defendant  The  question  whether  the  bankrupt 
could  have  maintained  trover,  is  the  test  to  be  applied  as 
to  whether  the  depositions  are  or  are  not  evidence  under 
the  92nd  section  of  the  act.  Now  the  bankrupt,  but  for  his 
bankruptcy,  could  have  maintained  the  action,  for  there 
was  ample  evidence  of  a  conversion.  The  material  words 
of  the  clause  are — "  for  any  debt  or  demand,  for  which 
the  bankrupt  might  have  sustained  any  action : "  and  in 
Sobson  V.  Alexander  (a),  it  was  held  that  trover  is  an 
action  for  a  demand,  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
It  is  immaterial  that  the  refusal  to  give  up  the  bill  was 
made  to  the  assignees.  It  was  so  held  in  Fox  v.  Ma- 
honey  (d),  and  that  the  depositions  were  conclusive  evidence 
in  a  case  where  the  bankrupt  might  have  sued,  if  no  bank- 
ruptcy had  intervened,  though  the  conversion  which  gave 
the  right  of  action  took  place  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
That  case  was  followed  by  Jones  v.  Fort  {c),  which  was 
trover  for  bills  of  exchange,  the  declaration  containing 
counts  stating  a  possession  by  the  bankrupt  and  a  conver- 
sion in  his  time,  and  other  counts  stating  a  possession  by 
the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  and  a  conversion  in  their  time ; 
and  Lord  Tenierden  held,  that  if  the  plaintiff  relied  on  the 
depositions  as  proof,  they  must  abandon  the  counts  on  the 
possession  of  the  assignees;  thus  determining  the  question 
by  the  record,  and  not  by  the  facts  of  the  case.  That  opin- 
ion was,  however,  overruled  in  Kitchener  v.  Power  {d). 
There  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  says,  *'  But,  upon  consideration,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  there  is  a  fallacy  in  the  application  of  this 
test,  for  although  the  record  must  be  taken  to  contain  a 
statement  of  all  circumstances  formally  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  issue  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  question 

• 

(a)  1  M.  &  P.  448.  (d)  3  Ad.  &  Ell.  232;  4  Ncv, 

(6)  2Cr.&  J.  325.  &  M,  710. 

(c)  Moo,  &  Malk.  106. 
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is  not  whether  the  same  issue  in  form  conld  have  been  sus-  Exch.  of  Pieas, 
tained,  merely  substituting  the  bankrupt's  name  as  plain-  ^  1842.^ 
tiff  for  that  of  his  assignee ;  but  whether  the  bankrupt, 
if  no  bankruptcy  had  occurred,  could  have  maintained  any 
action  or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  same  debt  or  demand. 
A  reference  to  the  record  cannot  answer  this  latter  ques- 
tion/'— And  accordingly  it  was  held,  that  the  depositions 
were  evidence  in  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  assig- 
nees, though  the  declaration  stated  a  conversion  in  the  time 
of  the  assignees  only,  if  the  cause  of  action  were  one  for 
which  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have  sued.  Now  here  it  is 
clear  that  the  bankrupt  might  have  brought  trover  for  the 
biU,  if  he  had  satisfied  the  bond,  or  prociured  it  to  be  cancel- 
led. [Parke,  B. — This  question  was  considered  by  this  Court 
in  the  case  of  Hare  v.  Waring  (a),  though  not  decided. 
That  was  a  case  in  which  the  bankrupt,  not  having  fulfil- 
led his  contract,  could  not  have  maintained  any  action, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  no  "  debt  or  demand  "  for  which  he 
could  have  sued.  I  have  always  understood  the  rule  to 
be,  that  the  depositions  were  admissible  where,  on  the 
facts  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  bankrupt  could  have  main- 
tained the  action  in  case  no  bankruptcy  had  intervened.] 
It  is  the  fact  of  the  conversion,  and  not  any  particular 
evidence  of  it,  that  gives  the  right ;  if  the  bankrupt  could 
have  had  a  right  of  action  in  case  no  bankruptcy  had 
intervened,  so  have  the  assignees  after  the  bankruptcy. 
There  is  no  exception  in  the  94th  section,  except  the 
single  case  of  the  bankrupt  giving  notice  to  dispute  the 
bankruptcy.  The  demand  here  is  the  conversion  j  the 
assignees  must  make  the  demand,  and  not  the  bankrupt, 
and  the  cause  of  action  would  accrue  from  that.  If  the 
bankrupt  could  have  sued  on  a  demand  made  at  that 
time,  supposing  there  was  no  bankruptcy,  so  can  the  as- 
flignees  now,  and  tl^e  depositions  are  evidence. 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  362. 
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Kx€k.  tj  PUat,  Secondly,  there  was  infficient  primi  fine  endenoe  Hud 
^^^'  ^  the  bond  was  cancelled  by  the  anthority  of  John  VmAibx, 
the  party  for  whose  benefit  it  was  intended.  In  Shep- 
pard's  Touchstone,  p.  70,  it  is  said,  that  '^  if  m  deed 
be  delivered  up  to  the  party  that  is  bonnd  by  it  to  be 
cancelled,  and  it  be  so;  or  if  he  that  hath  the  deed 
doth  by  agreement  between  him  and  the  other  cancel  the 
deed ;  by  either  of  these  means  the  deed  is  become  Toid." 
Here  John  Parker's  consent  was  proved  by  the  cross-ex- 
amination of  the  bankrupt.  How  can  the  defendant  set 
up  this  excuse,  when  he  offered  to  give  np  the  bill  on  the 
bond  being  given  up?  The  prodndng  the  bond  in  the 
possession  of  the  obligor,  is  a  ground  for  the  jury  to  pre- 
sume that  the  parties  have  had  John  Parker's  assent  to 
the  cancellation  of  the  bond. 

Thirdly,  the  damages  ought  not  to  be  reduced,  as  the 
assignees  have  not  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  £800. 
The  defendant  had  no  right  to  raise  money  on  the  bilL 

JerviSf  IVhaieley,  and  J.  Henderson,  were  now  heard  in 
support  of  the  rule.—  First,  the  depositions  were  not  in  this 
case  evidence  to  prove  the  bankruptcy,  but  the  plaintiib 
were  bound  strictly  to  prove  the  trading,  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt,  and  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  question,  no 
doubt,  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  92nd  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act ;  the  true  test  is,  might  the  bankrupt  have 
sued  if  the  bankruptcy  had  not  intervened?  and  it  is  agreed 
that  that  question  is  not  to  be  tried  by  the  record  alon^ 
but  the  circumstances  are  to  be  taken  into  oonsideratioii: 
Fox  V.  Mahoney,  Kitchener  v.  Power.  But  there  is  no 
case  in  which  the  depositions  have  been  held  admissible  in 
rover,  where,  there  having  been  no  conversion  in  the  time 
of  the  bankrupt,  the  only  proof  of  a  conversion  after  the 
bankruptcy  is  by  a  demand  of  the  assignees,  and  a  refbssl: 
in  all  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  there  was  an  ocAm^ 
conversion,  for  which  the  bankrupt  might  have  sued«    The 
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demand  and  refusal  are  only  evidence  of  a  conversion  at  E»tK  of  pieas, 
that  time.  If  it  be  said  there  was  an  actual  conversion  hj 
the  defendant's  receipt  of  the  £800^  then  the  bill  is  satis- 
fied as  to  that  amount.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — ^It  is  a  con- 
version of  the  whole.  If  I  give  a  man  a  bill  for  a  specific 
purpose,  and  he  goes  and  receives  money  upon  it,  that  is  a 
conversion  of  the  bill.]  The  defendant  was  bound  to  re- 
ceive the  money  when  due,  if  it  were  tendered  to  him.  It 
was  his  duty  to  present  the  bill  and  to  get  it  paid,  if  it  fell 
due  when  in  his  hands.  A  demand  and  refusal,  whether 
the  latter  be  qualified  or  unqualified,  cannot  per  se  operate 
as  an  actual  conversion.  A  conversion  means  an  unautho- 
rized dealing  with  the  chattel  for  the  use  of  the  party :  and 
of  that  the  real  owner,  be  he  who  he  may,  may  avail  him- 
self. But  the  mere  demand  by  the  assignees  creates  no 
such  right  of  action,  and,  if  the  fiat  were  superseded,  would 
not  give  the  bankrupt  a  right  to  sue,  because  the  demand 
must  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit.  The 
defendant's  refusal  might  be  on  the  express  ground  that  he 
kept  the  property  for  the  bankrupt. 

Secondly,  the  bond  was  not  proved  to  have  been  so 
cancelled  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  demand  posses- 
sion of  the  bill.  The  whole  of  the  evidence  is,  that  the 
bond  was  produced  with  the  seal  torn  off;  and  it  was  stated 
by  the  bankrupt,  that  his  brother,  John  Parker,  never  had 
been  paid,  and  had  refused  to  execute  a  release.  The  mere 
taking  off  the  seal  from  a  deed  is  not  a  cancellation; 
Shep.  Touch.  70;  it  must  be  done  animo  cancellandi: 
Perroit  v.  Perrott  (a).  [Lord  Abinffcr,  C.  B. — ^That  clearly 
shews  that  it  is  a  question  of  evidence.]  Then  upon  whom 
is  the  onus  of  proving  how  and  under  what  circumstances 
it  was  taken  off?  Not  surely  upon  the  defendant,  who  is 
a  mere  stakeholder.  It  is  not  a  matter  within  his  know- 
ledge, but  within  that  of  the  obligee,  whose  duty  it  is  to 

(n)  14  East,  423. 
VOL.  X.  Q   Q  M.  W. 
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ExdL  •{  T%um^  hmTB  potwioii  of  the  instnunent.     {Tiord  Atm/fer,  CS.  B. 
*        — ^The  defiendant  aeta  up  the  exiitence  oi  the  bond  as  the 


*  ground  of  m  Hen ;  it  ia  for  him,  therefore,  to  explain  that 
CuMB.  which  is  primi  fade  the  strongest  evidence  of  cancellation.] 
It  ou^t  to  hare  been  put  to  the  jury  whether  John  Pttrker 
had  giren  up  the  bond  intending  to  release  the  debt«  If 
he  were  to  sue  the  bankrupt  to-morrow,  the  defendant  could 
not  compel  him  to  plead  his  bankruptcj. 

Thirdly,  the  damages  ought  to  be  reduced  to  the  sum  of 
jE800.  The  action  of  trorer  is  not  brought  for  the  reooveiy 
of  the  specific  chattel,  but  in  the  altematiye,  for  damage^ 
and  the  estimate  of  the  damages  is  the  value  of  the  diattd. 
Here  this  bill  is  available  only  for  £800.  If  it  were  sued 
upon,  the  plaintiffs  might  be  met  with  evidence  of  pirt 
payment. 

Lord  Abinoxb,  C.  B. — ^This  case  has  been  very  fol^ 
and  ably  argued;  but  I  retain  my  opinion,  that  j^^*  rnk 
cannot  be  sustained  on  any  of  the  points  which  have  baea 
brought  before  us.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  facta  til  the 
case,  and  continued : — }  Several  objections  have .  been 
made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  first  ia,  that  dit 
proceedings  under  the  fiat  were  not  admissible  in  erid^ioe 
in  this  case,  but  that  the  bankruptcy  ought  to  have  been 
strictly  proved.  I  think,  however,  that  this  objection  ii 
answered  by  a  reference  to  the  92nd  section  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Act ;  the  effect  of  which  is  to  deprive  any  person  whs 
is  sued  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  of  the  right  to  dn- 
pute  the  bankruptcy,  in  any  case  where  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  action  is  such  that  the  bankrupt  might  hiie 
sued  upon  it  but  for.  his  bankruptcy.  It  is  aaid,  however, 
that  the  bankrupt  could  not  have  sued  here^  if  no  bank? 
ruptcy  had  intervened,  all  the  other  cinsumstances  remaiap 
ing  the  same.  But,  supposing  the  bond  to  have  beea 
cancelled,  and  the  indemnity  satisfied,  would  not  Ae 
bankrupt  have  had  a  right  to  sue  for  this  bill?    My 


MICHAELMAS   TERMj  6  VICT.  588 

brother  Parke  (a)  doubted  whether  this  demand  and  re-  £mA.  of  Pleats 
fusal  would  be  evidence^  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  recover ; 
and  I  agree  in  thinking  that  it  would  not,  and  that  he 
must  have  made  another  demand,  and  proved  another 
refusal.  But  still,  if  nothing  had  appeared  beyond  the 
demand  and  refusal,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  would 
be  within  the  statute,  the  bankrupt  and  his  assignees 
being  identified  in  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  and  that  a  stranger  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
dispute  the  bankruptcy,  which  the  bankrupt  himself  had 
not  disputed.  Where,  indeed,  the  party  claims  by  a  title 
paramount  to  that  of  the  assignees,  and  adversely  to  the 
bankrupt,  then  they  must  strictly  prove  the  bankruptcy. 
Therefore,  if  the  case  rested  on  the  demand  and  refusal,  I 
should  think  it  was  within  the  statute,  although  undoubt- 
edly the  bankrupt  must  make  another  demand  on  his  own 
part  before  he  could  commence  his  action.  My  brother 
Parke,  however,  considered  that  there  was  quite  sufficient 
evidence  of  an  actual  conversion*  The  bill  was  deposited 
with  the  defendant  for  a  special  purpose,  and  his  duty  was 
to  hold  it  until  that  purpose  was  determined.  I  do  not 
think  that  a  man  who  holds  a  bill  for  a  particular  purpose 
of  this  nature  has  a  right,  without  authority,  to  go  and 
receive  money  on  the  bill.  I  think,  therefore,  the  receipt 
of  the  <£800  was  an  actual  conversion;  so  that,  quftcunque 
yifi,  the  bankrupt  might  have  maintained  the  action.  That 
disposes  of  the  first  objection. 

In  the  second  place,  it  is  said  that  the  production  of  the 
bond  in  a  cancelled  state  (although  it  was  admitted  to  be 
cancelled  by  the  defendant)  was  not  sufficient ;  but  that 
the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  gone  further,  and  shewn  a 
cancellation  with  the  consent  of  John  Parker.  This,  how- 
ever, is  a  question  of  evidence ;  and  can  it  be  doubted  that 
the  production  of  the  bond  with  the  seals  torn  off  was 

(a)  Parke,  B.,  was  present  dur-      counsel,  on  the  ISth  November, 
ing  the  argument  of  the  plaintiflb'     but  not  on  this  day. 

QQ2 
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Exeh.  of  pieasf  pnmft  facie  evidence  of  a  canoellation  ? — especially  when  it 

was  proved  to  have  been  ont  of  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signees of  the  obligor,  I  think  that,  under  such  circum- 
stances, it  lay  upon  the  defendant  to  rebut  that  evidence 
and  that  there  was  a  strong  case  to  go  to  the  jury  that 
the  bond  was  in  fact  cancelled  by  the  desire  of  John 
Parker;  taking  into  consideration,  moreover,  the  taict  that 
it  was  produced  with  memoranda  annexed,  which  also  had 
been  held  by  John  Parker  for  his  own  benefit. 

The  third  question  is  only  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
damages.  If  the  defendant  will  bring  £800  into  Courts 
and  deliver  up  the  bill,  the  verdict  may  be  entered  for  a 
nominal  sum;  but  he  converted  the  whole  billj  and  the 
plaintifis  are  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  whole  at 
the  time  of  the  conversion.  The  defendant  cannot  be  less 
liable  for  having  destroyed  the  property  to  the  amount  of 
one  half. 

OuRNBT,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  all  the  points. 
I  think  the  depositions  are  admissible  in  evidence;  and 
that  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  to  allow  a  stranger  to  dispute  the  bank- 
ruptcy where  the  bankrupt  himself  could  not.  With 
respect  to  the  conversion,  it  was  quite  complete  at  the 
time  the  defendant  received  the  £800;  and  there  can  be 
no  ground  for  reducing  the  damages,  because  by  the  very 
act  of  conversion  the  bill  was  deteriorated  in  value. 

KoLFB,  B. — ^I  did  not  hear  the  argument  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs,  but,  as  far  as  I  have  heard  the  case  to-day, 
I  entirely  concur  in  my  Lord's  judgment.  The  argument 
as  to  the  evidence  of  cancellation  might  properly  enough 
have  been  addressed  to  the  jury,  but  it  is  impossible  to 
say  that  the  production,  by  the  obligor,  of  the  bond  in  a 
cancelled  state,  is  no  evidence  of  a  cancellation  with  the 
consent  of  the  obligee. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exch.  of  Pteos, 
1842. 


ROVER. — The  declaration  stated^  that  the  plaintiff  Trorcrfortwo 
theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1841,  was  tharbefore^nd' 
lawfully  possessed,  as  of  his  own  property,  of  certain  goods  *V***  l!™"v 
and  chattels,  to  wit,  two  receipts,  each  of  the  said  receipts  defendanti  were 
purporting  to  be  a  receipt  for  £10,500,  being  £35  per  edasoflhdr  *" 
share  of  800  shares  of  £100  each,  in  the  capital  stock  of  a  0701?^^- 
Company,  known  as  the  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Com-  ?®1p^»  ^^  **>»' 

.  .  being  so  pos- 

pany,  and  two  scrip  receipts  relating  to  money  paid  on  seated,  the  de- 
shares  of  the  said  Company,  two  other  scrip  receipts,  and  wards"  aiTd  be" 
two  other  pieces  of  paper,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  [fiJ^e^^i,^*^ 
value  of  £2000;  and  being  so  possessed,  the  plaintiff  after-  &c.,  delivered 

•  ,         ,  ,  ,     -  .  ,     **>c  same  to  one 

wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  before  mentioned,  j.  D.,  to  be 
casually  lost  the  said  goods  and  chattels  out  of  his  posses-  andVof theuM 
sion,  and  the  same  then  came  to  the  possession  of  the  ^^^^^  defend- 

'  ^  ants,  and  that 

defendants  by  finding;  concluding  in  the  usual  form.  J*  D.afterwarda 

Plea,  that  before  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  time  when 
said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  the  samrto*^ 
A.  D.  1841,  the  defendants  were  lawfully  possessed  as  ***®  ?!""^' 
of  their  own  property  of  two  receipts,  and  two  scrip  re-  wards  and  be- 
ceipts,  which  are  the  same  two  receipts  and  two  scrip  time  when  &c., 
receipts  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned;  and  that,  being  i^ualw"iost  the 
so  possessed,  the  defendants  afterwards,  and  before  the  "ameoutofhis 

*  ^  ^  /  ^  possession,  and 

said  time  when  &c.  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  the  same  by 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  delivered  the  same  the  pMseu^on^ 
to  one  John  Doe,  to  be  kept  by  him  to  and  for  the  use"  2ni***^nd\°hi[t 
of  the  said  defendants ;  and  that  the  said  John  Doe,  after-  «he  defendanu 

afterwards  re* 

wards  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  declara-  fused,  upon  the 
tion  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  pUinUff;**to  * 
delivered  the  same  two  receipts  and  two  scrip  receipts  to  deliver  the 
the  said  plaintiff;  and  the  defendants  further  say,  that  plaintiff,  as 

they  lawfully 
might  for  the 
cause  aforesaid^ 

which  is  the  same  converbion  uf  which  the  plainiiffhas  complained: — Held,  that  the  plea  was 

bad  for  duplicity,  and  for  not  confessing  a  conversion. 
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£«e*.  •/  PUm,  afterwards  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  in  the  said 

declaration  mentioned^  to  wit^  on  the  day  and  year  last 


aforesaid^  the  plaintiff  casnaUy  lost  the  said  two  receipts 
and  two  scrip  receipts  out  of  his  possession,  and  the  same, 
by  finding,  came  to  the  possession  of  the  defendants;  and 
that  the  defendants  afterwards  refased,  upon  the  request  of 
the  plaintiff,  to  deliver  the  same  to  him  the  plaintiff,  as 
they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  whidi  ii 
the  same  conversion  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and 
of  which  the  plaintiff  hath  above  complained  against  the 
defendants.    Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  following  points  were  marked  for  argument  by  the 
plaintiff.  That  the  plea  neither  traverses  nor  confesses 
and  avoids  a;Dy  allegation  in  the  declaration.  That  it 
contains  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  titk 
only.  That  a  demand  and  refusal  is  not  a  conversion  of 
the  thing  refused,  but,  at  most,  only  evidence;  and  thst 
such  a  reftisal  by  a  party  who  is  the  real  owner,  and  in 
actual  possession,  is  not  even  evidence  of  a  converskw. 
That  for  the  same  reason  the  colour  given  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  plea  is  bad.  That  the  plea  is  double;  and  that  it  it 
wrongly  concluded. 

KeUy,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  not  a  plea  giv- 
ing  colour,  but  amounts  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration.  The  declaration  diOega 
*'  that  the  plaintiff  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  lawfoDj 
possessed  as  of  his  own  property,  of  certain  goods  and 
chattels,  to  wit,  two  receipts,'^  &c.  Now  the  plea  is  not  s 
direct  denial  of  that  allegation,  but  the  defendants  say  tbst, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  they  the  defend- 
ants were  lawfully  possessed  of  the  goods.  Then  it  alleges 
that  which  may  amount  to  a  conversion,  and  then,  by  way 
of  giving  colour,  states  that  they  the  defendants  delivered 
the  receipts  to  John  Doe  to  be  kept  by  him  for  their  use,  and 
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afterwards  and  before  the  said  time  when^  kc.,  he  deKvered  £*eft.  </  PUtup 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  which  is  the  only  colour  given. 
The  plea  then  alleges^  that  the  plaintiff  lost  the  receipts  out 
of  his  possession^  and  that  the  same  came  to  the  defendants' 
by  finding ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  same^  but 
that  they  the  defendants  refused  to  deliver  them^  as  they 
lawfuUy  might.  This  is  not  according  to  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing; for  in  giving  colour^  a  defendant  is  bound  to  shew  a 
possessory  title  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  conversion. 
If  that  is  not  done,  th6  defendant  must  take  issue  on  one 
point.  Here  the  defendants  have  not  shewn  ^  possessory 
title  in  the  plaintiff,  but  on  the  contrary,  have  shewn  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  not  such  title  at  all,  because  they  say, 
that  before  the  conversion  the  plaintiff  casually  lost  the 
receipts  out  of  his  possession.  Although  the  plidntiff  once 
had  the  actual  possession  of  them,  that  possession  ceased 
when  he  had  lost  them.  The  plea  clearly  shews  that  at  the 
time  of  the  conversion  the  plaintiff  had  not  either  the  actual 
possession  or  the  right  of  possession.  The  colour  must  be 
a  continuing  colour  down  to  the  time  of  the  conversion. 
Com.  Dig.,  Pleader  (3  M,  41) .  If  the  defendant  pleads  false 
matter,  the  colourable  title  must  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion.  In  Morcmt  v.  Sign  (a),  which  will  perhaps  be 
relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  the  plea  shewed  an  actual 
possession  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  conversion. 
The  defendant  ought  to  have  pieced  in  this  case  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  lawfully  possessed,  and  not'  tahave  stated 
fiicts  which  merely  go  to  shew  it  by  inference.  In  Stephen 
on  Pleading  (6),  it  is  said,  ''  A  mere  possession  without 
some  shew  of  title  is  insufficient  in  law  to  give  such  colour- 
able right  against  the  true  owner.  In  such  case  the  usual 
and  regular  course  would  be  not  to  plead  in  confiession  and 
avoidance,  but  to  adopt  t&e  general  issue,  not  ffuilty,  which 

{a)  2  Mee.  &  W.  95.  (6)  2nd  ed.,  245. 
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Exek.  €f  PUms,  pats  the  plaintiff's  kwfbl  posaessioii  of  the  dose  in  issn^ 

as  well  as  the  mere  fiu;t  of  the  trespass."  But  farther^  the 
plea  is  bad  for  daplidtr,  inasmuch  as  it  amounts  to  a  de« 
nial  of  the  possession  at  the  time  of  the  conyersion,  and  at 
the  same  time  professes  to  admit  a  conyersion.  The  de- 
fendants say,  first,  ''The  chattels  are  not  yours,  for  we 
had  the  right  to  the  actual  possession/'  and  then  they  say, 
"  You  demanded,  and  we  refused  them ;  and  that  is  the 
conversion  allied/'  The  plea  assumes  certain  fiicta,  which 
do  not  shew  a  conyersion  at  all.  The  defendants  ought 
to  haye  confessed  the  conyersion  in  terms,  and  then  haye 
avoided  it. 

Jervis,  contrd. — The  plea  is  good,  and  is  according  to 
the  form  in  common  use.  It  contains  nothing  which 
ii  inconsistent  with  the  allegations  in  the  declaration. 
The  declaration  shews  sufficient  title  to  enable  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  the  receipts.  Then  the  defendants  say, 
''That  is  very  true,  but  before  you  were  possessed  ot 
them  we  were,  and  we  gave  them  to  J.  D.  to  hold  for 
us,  who  gave  them  to  you,'' — a  title  good  as  against 
all  the  world,  except  the  defendants ;  "  but  then  you  lost 
and  we  found  them,  and  refused  to  give  them  up,  as  we 
lawfully  might."  There  is  no  distinction  between  ex- 
press and  implied  colour.  In  trover,  it  is  sufficient  to 
confess  a  temporary  right  in  the  plaintiff.  In  Sockwoodr. 
Feasor  (a),  which  was  an  action  of  trover,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  "that  long  before  the  conversion  supposed  to  be, 
J.  S.  was  possessed  of  these  goods,  as  of  his  own  goods,  at 
B.  in  Norfolk;  and  that  he,  before  the  conversion  sup- 
posed, did  casually  lose  them,  and  they  came  to  the  hand 
of  J.  Palmer,  by  trover,  who  gave  them  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  lost  them  in  London;  and  the  defendant  found  them, 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  262. 


1842. 
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and  afterwards  did  convert  them  to  his  own  use  by  the  •Kxc*.  rf  PUawi 
command  of  the  said  J.  8.,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do; 
and  it  was  moved^  that  this  is  no  plea^  for  it  amounts  to 
the  general  issue.  But  all  the  justices  held  it  a  good  plea^ 
for  it  confesseth  the  possession  and  property  in  the  plain- 
tiff^ against  all  but  the  lawful  owner .'^  That  is  exactly 
this  case.  There  the  plea  shewed^  that  the  plaintiff  was  pos- 
sessed before  he  lost  the  goods ;  and  there  is  a  note  to  that 
case,  that  "  the  plea  was  devised  by  Coke  to  alter  the  trial.^' 
Kynnersley  v.  Bttmard{a)  was  trover  for  a  horse,  and  selling 
him,  and  converting  the  money  to  the  defendant's  use. 
"  The  defendant  confesseth  that  it  was  the  plaintiff's  horse, 
and  that  one  J.  C.  found  and  delivered  him  to  the  de- 
fendant, to  restore  upon  request ;  whereupon  he  redelivered 
him  to  the  said  J.  C.  before  the  action  brought,  absque 
hoc  that  he  sold  him,  and  converted  the  money  to  his 
proper  use.  And  it  was  thereupon  demurred,  because  he 
ought  to  have  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  he  could  not 
traverse  the  conversion.  But  all  the  Court  held,  although 
it  be  doubted  in  the  books,  27  Hen.  8,  2,  33  Hen.  8, 
4  Edw.  6,  Bro.  'Addon  sur  le  case,'  and  Dy.  121,  yet, 
forasmuch  as  in  this  action  the  substance  is  the  conversion, 
and  without  it  the  action  cannot  be  founded,  that  it  well 
might  be  traversed.  But  in  regard  he  hath  here  traversed 
the  conversion  of  the  money  to  his  own  use,  which  is  not 
materially  alleged  in  the  declaration,  but  is  superfluous, 
and  by  his  traverse  hath  made  it  to  be  part  of  the  issue, 
the  traverse,  therefore,  is  ill  in  that  point.  And  the  de- 
murrer being  upon  the  traverse,  it  was  adjudged  for  the 
plaintiff."  In  Holler  v.  Bash  {b),  which  was  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  horse  in  question  was 
the  horse  of  J.  S.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  and  im- 
pounded it,  and  the  defendant  took  him  by  replevying,  &c.; 

(a)  Cro.  £Uz.  554.  (b)  1  Salk.  394. 
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Exch.  rf  PUa»t  and  in  that  case  the  Court  held^  *^  that  this  plea  was  no 

more  than  the  general  issue^  for  it  does  not  so  much  as 
admit  a  possession  in  the  plaintiff,  for  the  taking  and  im- 
pounding gained  no  possession  to  the  plaintiff,  but  the 
horse  was  thereby  only  in  custody  of  the  law,  and  so  no 
colour  of  action  in  the  plaintiff;  otherwise,  perhaps,  if  it 
had  been  cepit  et  detinuit/'  That  case  was  decided  mi 
special  grounds,  and  it  is  no  authority  against  the  defend- 
ants. Morant  v.  Sf$rn  is  strongly  in  point;  and  althongh 
in  that  case  there  was  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
took  the  goods  out  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  it 
is  necessary  only  to  allege  a  demand  and  refhsaL  There 
the  plea  was  held  good,  though  the  detniirrer  raised  the 
very  same  objection  as  in  the  present  case.  In  what 
respect  was  that  plea  better  than  the  present?  It  alleged 
that  the  oak  tree,  by  severance,  became  the  defendants 
property;  and  that  is  clearly  in  form  like  the  present  plea. 
But  further,  the  plea  is  not  double.  Yon  may  either 
deny  the  property,  or  you  may  admit  the  property  and 
traverse  the  conversion.  Both  formerly  were  included  in 
the  general  issue;  but  now,  without  denying  the  con- 
version, you  may  say  that  th^  plaintiff  had  no  property, 
and  but  a  bare  possession,  which  wotdd  be  inopera- 
tive against  the  defendant.  This,  in  feet,  is  a  special 
plea  of  not  possessed.  The  plaintiff  is  not  embarrassed 
by  the  form  of  plea,  because  it  does  not  present  variooi 
issues. 

Ketty,  in  reply. — The  cases  cited  from  Cro.  Elia.  weie 
decided  on  other  grounds.  That  of  Rockwoad  ▼•  Feamr 
is  principally  relied  on.  Now,  it  is  not  shewn  in  what 
form  that  case  came  before  the  Court,  but  it  does  not  ap» 
pear  that  it  was  on  special  demurrer.  [Parke,  B.-^— It  most 
have  been  decided  on  demurrer.]  It  only  appears,  in 
terms,  that  it  was  on  some  motion  which  involved  the  cor- 
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rectness  of  the  plea.  Besides^  it  is  at  variance  with  other  Exeh.  rf  PUat, 
previous  cases.  In  Warde  v.  Blunt  (a),  which  was  an  action  ^  ^  ^ 
of  trover  for  com  and  hay,  the  defendant  pleaded,  '^  that  Acbamah 
before  the  trover  he  was  seised  of  certain  land  in  Bnr-  Cooper. 
ton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  in  fee,  and  the  com  and 
hay  was  growing  upon  that  land,  and  he  cut  them  as  his 
proper  goods,  and  was  of  them  possessed  till  he  lost  them; 
and  they  came  to  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  by  trover,  and 
he  lost  them  again;  and  they  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
defendant,  and  he  converted,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to 
do.''  That  is  exactly  the  present  case.  The  plaintiff  de- 
murred speciaUy,  and  it  was  argued  for  him,  ''that  the 
plea  amounted  to  the  general  issue,  for  it  is  no  more  than 
they  were  his  proper  goods,  and  then  he  ought  to  plead  non 
culp.;  and  if  it  be  a  plea,  he  ought  to  traverse,  without  that 
they  were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  plaintiff  de- 
dareth  that  they  were  his  proper  goods,  and  he  ought  to 
answer  it/^  For  the  defendant  it  was  argued,  that  ''  al- 
though this  plea  amounts  but  to  a  general  issue,  yet  he 
should  not  have  demurred,  but  ought  to  have  moved  the 
Court  that  he  should  plead  another  plea  or  a  nihil  dicit 
be  entered ;  for  demurrer  being  joined  upon  it,  this  is  con- 
fessed, and  then  it  is  to  be  adjudged  for  the  defendant. 
But  the  Court  held,  that  inasmuch  as  this  was  the  special 
cause  shewn  upon  the  demurrer,  it  is  good,  and  then  shall 
be  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff;  and  afterwards  the  plaintiff 
had  judgment.''  There  the  point  was  clearly  decided  on 
special  demurrer,  but  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Mockwood 
y.  Feasor,  the  case  may,  at  all  events,  have^been  before  the 
Court  on  general  demurrer,  when  the  plea  would  be  good. 
As  to  the  other  point,  the  plea  is  clearly  double.  [Parke, 
B. — ^The  plea  ought  to  be  good  by  way  of  confession  and 
avoidance,  but  here  the  defendant  does  not  confess  the 

(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  146. 


sot  cAin  IV  mx  mwcmwojcmm^ 

EmA.  ^  nmm,  eoorenkm.  In  nbrtmoe  tiie  pin  k  MiMaiiit,,  bat  it  k 
^^^-  informiL]  In  Uie  CMeof  Atrf  i^JKadhaCerT.  Fofe  («), 
whov  the  deCeDdimt  justified  tlie  trapui  vitk  catde,  but 
did  not  ocmficM  it,  H  was  held,  tkit  tlie  plea  bong  faftd  in  pnt^ 
aUhongfa  it  justified  some  pert  vcD,  wis  had  fior  the  whole. 
Thk  k  resUy  not  so  mndi  matter  of  inm  as  it  maf  at 
first  appear  to  he.  Ifansal  ▼.  JSyn  was  not  fo%  ugved, 
and  coonsel  had  leaie  to  amend. 


Lord  Aaiyosm,  C.  B. — When  a  eaae  oomes  befiove  nson 
demurrer,  and  the  Coort,  without  hearing  coimad  on  both 
sides,  express  an  opinion  whidi  indnoesoneof  theoonnadlo 
pray  leave  to  amend,  I  should  be  glad  if  sudi  cases  were  not 
reported,  because  the  m^it^  i«  t«rmiMiyMi  hy  tlii>  ijia^jy^hm 
of  the  counsel,  and  there  k  no  solemn  judgment  of  the  Court 
I  think  it  would  be  well  if  such  cases  were  not  reported; 
I  do  not  mean,  howcFer,  to  question  the  anthori^  of  the  cats 
otMoraniv.  £^,  though  it  k  matter  of  observation  that  flie 
case  of  Warde  ▼•  BhuU  was  not  noticed  in  the  argument) 
and  moreoTcr,  the  particular  point  now  taken,  that  the 
plea  ought  to  allege  a  possession  of  the  property  at  the 
very  time  the  conversion  took  place,  was  not  urged  in 
that  case.  It  k  not  necessary,  however,  to  question  the 
authority  of  that  decision,  for  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
plea  is  bad,  on  the  ground  of  duplicity,  and  also  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  confess  the  conversion.  Before  the 
new  rules,  where  a  defendant  in  trover  pleaded  specially,  the 
plea  always  confessed  the  conversion  in  the  manner  com- 
plained of;  so  also,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  you  could  not 
plead  a  special  plea  of  justification,  without  admitting  a 
trespass.  This  plea  does  not  confess  a  conversion,  but  it 
attempts  to  set  up  a  denial  of  a  conversion,  by  a  spedal 
statement  that  the  conversion  complained  of  was  a  demand 

(a)  1  Sttund.  27. 
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and  refusal,  which  is  not  a  conversion,  but  only  evidence  ^^ch,  of  pieat, 

^  .  1842. 

of  a  conversion.  .. 

ACBAMAN 

Parke^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  argued  coopsb. 
that  the  plea  gives  proper  colour;  but^  in  order  to  be  a 
good  plca^  it  ought  to  amount  to  a  confession.  The  matter 
of  colour  gets  rid  of  the  objection  that  the  plea  amounts 
to  the  general  issue^  but  then  it  ought  to  be  a  good  plea 
by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance.  This  plea  is  not  so^ 
because  there  is  no  confession  of  the  conversion  complained 
of.  Morant  v.  Sign  is  certainly  not  of  the  same  authority 
as  if  it  had  been  solemnly  decided^  after  argument  by  the 
counsel  on  both  sides;  but  I  have  no  doubt  with  respect 
to  the  propriety  of  that  decision^  so  fSeor  as  I  am  concerned. 
The  present  case^  however^  is  different ;  because,  in  the  first 
place,  there  is  no  admission  of  the  conversion  complained 
of,  and  more  especially  becaiuse  the  matter  alleged  as  a 
conversion  does  not  amount  to  a  conversion  per  se,  but  is 
only  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

GuENET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff^. 


The  Parrett  Navigation  Company  v.  Robins.  Nov.  14. 

L  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass,  for  taking  four  tables  of  By  an  Act  of 
the  plaintiffs.    The  defendant  by  his  plea  justified  the  tak-  g^  7  w?4"  c.  ci, 
ing  of  one  table,  on  the  ground,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  fo^werf^^" 
duly  fined  £1,  at  a  court  of  sewers  for  the  southern  division  persons  were 

-.  .,  •  c  ^  .11  incorporated  for 

of  the  county  of  Somerset,  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  grow-  the  purpose  of 

improving  the 
navigation  of 
the  River  Parrett,  and  they  were  thereby  empowered  to  take  tolls  in  respect  of  the  tran- 
sit or  conveyance  of  goods  thereon  : — Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  express  enactment  on 
the  subject  in  the  act,  the  duties  of  the  company  were  confined  to  matters  relating  to  the  navi- 
gation, and  that  they  were  not  liable  for  the  sewerage  of  the  river,  as  to  clear  away  weeds, 
which,  though  injurious  to  the  acyoining  lands,  were  no  detriment  to  the  navigation. 
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Eteh.  rf  Pieai,  ing  in  the  bottom  of  the  riyer  Isle^  between  Muchelnef* 
^^^*  bridge  and  Muchelney-Iock.  The  defendant  also  pleaded 
three  other  pleas^  in  which  he  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
duly  fined  £2  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  growing  in  the 
bottom  of  the  river  Farrett,  between  Thomey-bridge  and 
the  southern  boundary  of  the  borough  of  Langport  East- 
over;  £8  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  growing  in  the  bottom 
of  the  river  Farrett^  which  lies  within  the  borough  of  Lang- 
port  Eastmore;  and  £4  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  growing 
in  the  bottom  of  the  river  Parrett^  between  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  borough  of  Langport  Eastover  and  Hathe* 
The  plaintiffs^  in  their  several  replications  to  these  pleas, 
denied  that  they  had  been  duly  fined^  whereupon  issue  was 
joined.  The  facts  were  stated,  under  a  Judge's  order,  fcnr 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  in  the  following  case : — 

The  rivers  Isle  and  Teo,  which  have  been  immemorially 
navigable,  fall  into  the  river  Farrett  a  little  above  Langport, 
and  this  river,  which  has  also  beenimmemorially  navigable, 
runs  through  Langport  and  Bridgewater  into  the  Bristol 
Channel.  These  rivers  drain  a  considerable  tract  of  country, 
and  are  under  the  control  of  the  commissioners  of  sewers 
for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Somerset,  who 
cause  them  to  be  viewed  frequently  by  their  officers,  and 
who  present  to  the  courts  all  nuisances,  annoyances,  and 
impediments  therein.  Weeds  grow  up  from  the  bottom  of 
the  rivers  in  the  spring  of  the  year,  and  die  in  the  fall. 
During  the  time  they  are  growing,  the  water  is  buoyed 
back  by  them,  and  after  much  rain  such  water  inundates 
the  low  lands  adjoining.  Some  of  these  weeds  have  im- 
memorially  been  cut  at  different  times  of  the  summer,  so 
as  to  prevent  them  being  an  impediment  to  the  passage  of 
the  water.  The  neighbouring  lands  are  greatly  benefited 
in  winter  by  the  floods,  and  also  in  some  degree  in  dry 
summers,  by  the  water  ponded  back  by  the  weeds.  The 
corporation  of  Langport,  who  hold  lands,  and  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  of  them,  have  the  exclusive  right  of  fishery 
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in  the  river  Farrett^  both  above  and  below  the  town  of  Bxeh.  rf  puat, 
Langport^  to  the  extent  of  the  bounds  of  the  borough  of  • 

Langport,  wUch  right  of  fishery,  together  with  the  hmds, 
they  have  held  prescriptively  from  the  Crown,  but  not  as 
parcel  of  or  as  annexed  to  the  manor;  and  the  Bishop  of 
Bath  and  Wells,  as  Lord  of  the  adjoining  manor  of  Huish 
Episcopi,  through  which  the  river  Farrett  runs,  has  the  ex- 
clusive right  of  fishery  above  the  borough  of  Langport,  to 
the  extent  of  his  manor.  The  corporation  of  Langport 
have  always,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  their 
lands  and  otherwise,  cut  the  weeds  within  their  fishery. 
The  weeds  have  never  been  cut  in  the  river  Farrett  above 
Langport,  nor  in  the  river  Teo.  In  the  river  Isle,  they 
have  been  cut  by  the  occupiers  of  ancient  inclosures  op- 
posite to  and  to  the  length  of  their  frontages,  as  far  as  the 
middle  of  the  river.  Opposite  to  the  common  moors,  the 
occupiers  of  tenements,  to  which  right  of  stackage  in  the 
moors  belonged,  have  cut  specified  portions  of  the  weeds^ 
and  which  portions  were  marked  by  posts  put  into  the 
ground.  Below  Langport,  the  weeds  in  the  Farrett  through 
the  parishes  of  Curry  Bivell  and  Aller,  the  only  parishes 
where  it  was  necessary  to  cut  them,  were  firom  beyond  the 
time  of  living  memory  down  to  the  passing  of  the  Foor 
Law  Amendment  Act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76),  cut  by  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  respective  parishes.  These 
overseers  had  no  lands  as  overseers,  and  the  expenses  were 
charged  in  their  accounts.  Since  the  passing  of  the  act, 
these  expenses  have  been  disallowed  by  the  auditors  of  the 
union,  and  the  weeds  have  remained  uncut.  In  the  year 
1836,  an  act  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.ci,  local  and  personal,  was  passed, 
intituled,  ''An  Act  for  improving  the  Navigation  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  Biver  Farrett,  and  for  making  a  Navigable 
Canal  to  Barrington,  all  in  the  county  of  Somerset,^^  under 
which  the  Farrett  Navigation  Company,  constituted  by 
that  act,  have  levied  the  toll  thereby  authorized  to  be 
taken,  and  have  erected  several  locks  across  the  river,. and 
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Ssck.  €f  Pkn,  they  have  purchased  strips  of  hmd  abutting  upon  the  riven 

Isle  and  Farrett  on  one  side  thereof,  throughout  the  whole 
of  the  nayigation,  for  making  a  towing  path  on,  and  hare 
actually  formed  and  are  now  using  that  path.  They  have 
also  made  and  completed  yarions  improvements  in  the  na- 
vigation of  the  Farrett,  and  have  accelerated  and  im- 
proved the  drainage  of  the  neighbouring  lands.  It  would  be 
rather  a  benefit  of  that  Company,  although  injurious  to  the 
landowners,  to  leave  the  weeds  uncut. 

Fides  of  £1,  jE2,  £3,  and  £4  have  been  imposed  upoa 
the  Farrett  Navigation  Company,  by  the  court  of  sewei^ 
for  not  cutting  the  weeds  in  the  rivers  Isle  and  Farrett,  as 
follows,  viz.: — The  fine  of  £1  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  in 
the  river  Isle;  the  fine  of  £2  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  in 
that  part  of  the  river  Farrett  which  is  above  Langpoft; 
the  fine  of  £3  for  not  cutting  the  weeds  in  that  part  of  the 
river  Farrett  which  comprises  the  fishery  of  the  Langport 
corporation ;  and  the  fine  of  £4  for  not  cutting  the  weeds 
in  that  part  of  the  river  Farrett  below  Langport.  Hie 
whole  of  which  portions  of  the  rivers  are  comprised  in  the 
Farrett  Navigation  Act. 

On  the  22nd  of  September,  1841,  at  the  sewers  oomi^ 
held  at  Langport,  it  was  agreed  that  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  should  be  taken  as  to  the  liability  of  the  Nari- 
gation  Company  to  cut  these  weeds,  and  the  power  of  the 
commissioners  of  sewers  to  compel  them  to  do  so  by  fine^ 
or  any  other  and  what  mode ;  when  all  the  necessary  pro* 
ceedings,  and  the  levying  of  the  distresses^  were  to  be 
admitted  to  have  been  made  in  due  form,  so  as  to  bring 
before  the  court  the  real  questions  of  the  liability  of  tbe 
Company  to  cut  the  weeds,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  ibe 
commissioners  in  imposing  the  fines,  which  questions  were 
as  follows: — ^As  to  the  fines  of  £1  and  £2,  whether  ibe 
Farrett  Navigation  Company,  or  the  land-owners,  or  tbe 
commissioners  of  sewers,  or  all  or  any  two  and  wbick 
of  them  jointly,  and  to  what  extent,  are  liable.    As  to 
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the  fine  of  £3,  whether  the  Parrett  Navigation  Company,  ^«c*.  rf  P/««, 
or  the  Langport  corporation,  or  the  land-owners,  or  the 
commissioners  of  sewers,  or  any  and  which  of  them,  and  to 
what  extent,  are  Uable.  As  to  the  fine  of  £4,  whether  the 
Parrett  Navigation  Company  alone,  or  the  Parrett  Naviga- 
tion Company  and  the  land-owners  jointly,  and  to  what 
extent,  or  the  land-owners  alone,  or  the  overseers  of  the 
poor,  or  the  commissioners  of  sewers,  are  so  liable.  And 
whether,  in  the  above  instances,  the  commissioners  had 
power  to  impose  fines  on  the  company,  or  to  compel  them 
in  any  other  and  what  mode  to  cut  the  weeds.  And  it  was 
agreed,  that,  in  submitting  the  points  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  it  should  be  left  to  the  Court,  if  they  should 
think  fit  so  to  do,  to  mark  the  liability  of  the  company,  (if 
they  should  be  found  to  be  liable  at  all),  either  solely  or 
jointly,  by  dividing  the  fines ;  either  party  to  be  at  liber- 
ty to  refer  to  any  of  the  clauses  in  the  above  act  ''  for 
improving  the  navigation  of  a  portion  of  the  river  Parrett, 
and  for  making  a  navigable  canal  to  Barrington,  all  in  the 
county  of  Somerset.'' 

The  plaintiffs'  points  marked  for  argument  were,  that 
they  were  not  subject  to  the  obligation  of  cutting  the 
weeds  growing  in  the  river  mentioned  in  this  case;  and 
that,  at  all  events,  they  were  not  finable  for  any  omission 
in  cutting  them. 

The  defendant's  points  were,  that  the  right  given  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  6  Will.  4,  c.  ci,  (local  and  personal),  to  de- 
mand and  receive  toll  in  respect  of  the  conveyance  of  goods 
on  the  rivers  Parrett  and  Isle,  was  such  a  beneficial  inter- 
est in  those  rivers,  as  to  render  the  plaintiffs  liable  to  the 
burthen  of  cleansing  and  scouring  those  parts  of  the  two 
rivers  to  which  the  plaintiffs'  right  extends. 


Cowling,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The  company  of  proprietors 
are  not  liable.  They  were  incorporated  for  the  particular 
purpose  of  making  the  Parrett  a  navigable  river,  and  of 
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Exck.  of  Heat,  Constructing  a  canal.    The  preamble  of  the  act  of  Pailiar 

1842 

'  mcnt  shews  that ;  for  it  redtes  those,  and  those  onlj,  ai 
the  objects  contemplated  by  the  legislature ;  and  the  8rd 
section  enacts,  "  that  the  said  company  shall  be  and  are 
thereby  authorized  and  required  to  make,  completely  and 
maintain  certain  improvements  in  the  navigation  of  the 
said  river  Parrett,  as  may  be  necessary  to  secure  a  depth 
of  three  feet  of  water  in  some  part  of  the  stream  through- 
out the  whole  course  of  the  said  river/'  &c.  There  is  no 
express  direction  in  the  act  that  the  company  are  to  be 
liable  to  cut  these  weeds,  nor  by  implication  is  any  audi 
burthen  imposed  upon  them.  They  are  merely  to  do  sock 
tilings  as  are  essential  for  or  tend  to  the  improvement  of 
the  navigation ;  to  defray  the  expense  of  which,  they  ar^ 
by  the  12l8t  section,  empowered  to  take  "  tolls,  rates,  or 
duties,'^  for  tonnage.  The  73rd  section,  which  directs  the 
company  to  fence  off  &c.  lands  adjoining  the  towing-path, 
enacts,  that  *'  in  case  the  said  company  shall  make  use  of 
the  present  embankments  of  the  said  river  Panrett,  or  of 
any  river  or  stream  which  falls  into  the  same,  for  nA 
towing-paths  or  other  works,  they  shall  thenceforward  be 
liable  to  the  future  repairs  of  such  part  of  the  banks  as 
they  may  use  as  aforesaid.'^  Under  that  section,  the  con- 
pany  would  clearly  not  be  liable  to  repair  any  part  of  the 
banks  not  used  by  them,  but  according  to  the  argument 
on  the  other  side  they  must  be  so  now.  The  company 
have  a  discretionary  power,  under  certain  restrictions,  to 
allow  the  water  to  come  up  the  river,  and  in  the  event  of 
any  damage  arising  therefrom  to  the  adjoining  lands,  they 
are  made  responsible.  But  there  is  no  direction  to  be 
found  in  the  act  as  to  the  matter  in  question,  and  thcfe* 
fore  the  charge  of  clearing  away  the  weeds  must  remaia 
with  those  to  whom  it  originally  belonged. 


Manning,   Serjt.,  for  the  defendant. — A  common-hv 
obligation  rests  upon  persons  having  power  to  navigate  t 
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river^  to  cleanse  and  scour  it^  inasmuch  as  they  have  the  Exch,  ofPieaty 
benefit  of  the  navigation.  In  the  Book  of  Assize^  37,  pi.  10,  ^^^' 
there  is  the  following  passage: — '^  Commission  fuit  ag  al 
certeines  gents  denquit  dun  river  que  fuit  estopp  a  le  anu* 
sans  de  pais,  &  per  qux  &  en  que  def.  fuit  estopp  &  per 
enqst  fuit  trouve  q  il  fuit  estopp  per  cause  de  non  user  puis 
la  prim  pestilence,  &  q  il  naii  pas  este  mondr  de  teps  done 
memor  ne  court,  ne  q  nul  devoit  ceo  mondr  de  droit,  mes 
ils  disont  oustf  que  L'abbe  de  D.  avoit  seignioury  dun  part 
per  le  ewe,  &  le  countee  de  H  dauter  part,  &  q  ils  avoient 
pischerie  en  m  la  river,  &  q  iiij  villes  &  nosme  lour  nosmes 
avont  lour  passage  en  mesm  la  riv  pour  lour  easemet ;  &  ce 
psentmet  fuit  maude  en  bank  le  Roy,  &hors  de  ceo  record 
issist  bre  a  distr  L  abbe  &  le  contee  &  aux  y  les  iiij  villes, 
de  rndr,  per  q  ils  ne  duissent  monder  ceo  fosse  &c.  & 
L  abbe  &  la  countee  viendront,  &  dis  q'13  nc  duissent  est? 
charge,  depuis  q  fuit  trove  per  in  la  pres  q  nul  de  droit 
dnist  mondr  le  ri v  &  a  pluis  fort  q'l  puit  estre  pris  touts 
ks  villes  q  avont  comon  passage  &  easemet  de  in  la  riv 
duissent  ceo  monder.  Greene.  donq3  vous  ne  dedites  pas  q 
vos  naves  pischer  illonques  et  issuit  ceo  est  profit,  et  saches 
de  cert  q  en  cos  si  soii  trove  q  les  villes  nout  my  lour  pas- 
sage en  eel  river,  que  vous  deux  scrra  charge  del  mondr  en- 
tierment;  &  sic  ad  judicium,  &c/'  Here  the  plaintiffs  have 
the  benefit  of  this  navigation,  and  are  empowered  to  take 
the  toll,  and  therefore  they  are  liable  to  cleanse  the  river. 
It  matters  not  whether  they  are  solely  liable,  or  whether 
other  persons  are  liable  with  them,  because  if  they  are  liable 
at  all,  they  are  finable  under  the  statute  of  23  Hen.  8,  c.5, 
which  gives  the  commissioners  of  sewers  jurisdiction :  Year 
Book,  32  Edw.  2,  fol.  1,  pi.  2.  In  the  Case  of  the  Repairs 
of  Bridges  J  &c.(a),  it  is  said,  '^  He  who  hath  the  land  adjoin- 
ing ought  of  common  right,  without  prescription,  to  scour 
and  cleanse  the  ditches  next  to  the  way  to  his  land,  and 


{a)  13  Rep.  33. 
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ExcKofPUatt  therewith  agreeth  the  book  of  8  Hen.  7,5.  Bat  he  who  hath 
1842.  1^^^  adjoining,  without  prescription,  is  not  bound  to  repair 
the  way.  So,  of  a  common  river ;  of  common  right,  all  who 
have  case  and  passage  by  it,  ought  to  cleanse  and  sooor 
it;  for  a  common  river  is  as  a  common  street,  as  it  is 
said  in  22  Ass.  and  37  Ass.  10.  But  he  who  hath  land 
adjoining  to  the  river  is  not  bound  to  cleanse  the  rivar, 
unless  he  hath  the  benefit  of  it,  scil.,  a  toll  or  a  fishery,  or 
other  profit.^'  That  is  an  express  authority,  as  here  these 
places  have  the  benefit  of  a  toll  upon  the  river.  In  Wmt» 
ren  v.  Dix  {a),  a  jury  impanelled  to  inquire  and  present  al 
a  court  of  commissioners  of  sewers,  presented  that  A.  was 
benefited  by  the  sewers ;  and  he  received  a  summonB  to 
shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay ;  he  neglected  to  tra» 
verse  the  presentment,  and  a  distress  was  levied  for  the 
amount  of  the  rate ;  and  it  was  held  at  Nisi  Prius  that 
these  facts  were  a  justification  in  an  action  of  trespass  fiv 
taking  the  distress,  as  the  presentment,  if  duly  made,  and 
not  traversed,  justified  the  commissioners  in  issuing  ^ 
warrant  of  distress.  That  shews  that  where  the  commis* 
sioncrs  have  jurisdiction,  they  may  fine. 


Cowling,  in  reply. — There  is  no  general  rule  of  law  whidi 
imposes'this  duty  of  cleansing  the  river  upon  the  company, 
as  arising  out  of  the  right  to  take  toll,  and  therefore  the 
liability,  if  any,  must  arise  out  of  the  act  of  Parliamaiit 
In  the  Lancaiter  Canal  Company  v.  Pamaby  (A),  ThM^ 
C.  J.,  in  delivering  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Excheqoff 
Chamber,  says,  "  The  principal  objection  in  this  case  wa^ 
that  the  clause  recited  in  the  declaration,  and  which  ii 
therein  stated  to  have  cast  a  duty  on  the  company  to  rs* 
move  the  obstruction  caused  by  the  sunken  boat,  was  not 
obligatory,  but  was  an  enabling  or  permissive  clause  oii^> 
And  we  are  all  of  that  opinion.    Neither  the  clause  recited, 


(«)  3  Car.  &  P.  71. 


{h)  11  Ad.  &  £11.  230,242. 
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nor  anything  in  the  act  of  Parliament  contained^  imposes  Bxch.  rf  PUat, 
such  a  duty  on  the  defendants  below :  and  the  allegation 
in  the  declaration^  as  to  the  duty  of  the  company^  seems  to 
have  been  founded  on  a  mistake  as  to  the  true  meaning 
and  effect  of  that  clause/'  To  impose  any  such  liability  as 
that  contended  for  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  the 
company.  It  is  found  here  that  the  cutting  of  the  weeds 
would  be  injurious^  and  it  is  not  said  that  the  weeds  were 
any  nuisance  to  any  one.  Suppose  the  owners  of  the  ad- 
joining land  were  liable  ratione  tenurse  to  cut  these  weeds^ 
this,  being  an  affirmative  act,  would  not  take  away  their 
liability.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  shews  an  in- 
tention to  cast  this  liability  upon  the  company,  and  there 
is  no  general  rule  of  law  which  applies  to  it.  The  company 
are  therefore  not  liable. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Court 
of  Sewers  cannot  enforce  these  fines  on  the  plaintiffs.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  act  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  101,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  river  Parrett,  was  passed  for  the  purpose 
of  improving  the  navigation  of  a  portion  of  that  river,  and 
gave  toll  to  the  company  of  proprietors  for  that  purpose. 
The  company  have  a  right  to  do  whatever  is  essential  for 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  act ;  but  it  does  not  charge 
them  with  any  liability  in  respect  of  matters  not  essential 
for  the  improvement  of  the  navigation ;  and  the  case  ex- 
pressly states  that  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  company 
to  leave  the  weeds  alone.  Even  supposing  that  the  parties 
who  take  toll  on  a  river  are  liable  at  common  law  to  cleanse 
it,  still  here  the  toll  is  given  for  the  purposes  of  the  naviga- 
tion, and  the  omission  complained  of  is  beneficial  for  the 
CM>mpany ;  and  I  cannot  conceive  how  they  can  be  liable 
to  a  fine  for  acting  as  the  legislature  has  directed. 


Parke,  B. — ^The  simple  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done 
under  the  act  of  Parliament  for  the  toll  which  it  authorizes 
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Exch,  of  PUoi,  the  company  to  take?    We  most,  therefore,  inquire  bom 
.   ^      .    whom  the  company  are  to  take  toU,  and  for  what  pnrposei 
Pabrbtt      it  is  imposed  by  the  act  of  Parliament.     NoWj  looking  to 
CoMFANY      the  121st  section^  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  act  authiuisei 
Rob  I  MS.      them  to  take  toll,  not  with  any  view  to  sewerage,  bat  en- 
tirely with  a  view  to  render  the  river  navigable.   No  doabt 
it  is  their  duty  to  do  all  such  things  as  are  esseDtial  taribt 
proper  navigation  of  the  river.     That  duty  they  have  per- 
formed ;  and  it  seems  to  me,  ou  this  short  ground,  thit 
the  commissioners  of  sewers  have  no  jurisdiction  to  impose 
these  fines.    As  to  the  common-law  liability,  the  plaintifls 
may  be  bound  at  common  law  to  do  whatever  is  requisite 
for  the  navigation ;  but  here  it  is  sought  to  impose  a  fine 
in  respect  of  an  act  of  omission,  the  performance  of  whidi 
would  be  a  detriment  to  the  navigation. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — The  company  have  not  an  exclusive  right 
of  navigation,  but  all  persons  may  navigate  the  river  on 
payment  of  reasonable  toll. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


^ov.  24.  ToBiN  V.  Crawford  and  Others. 


T] 


On  the  trial  of     X  HIS  was  an  actiou  of  assumpsit  for  freight,  to  which  the 

a  cause  in  which     i/*j]xiii/*^  x  ii 

there  were  se-  defendants  pleaded, nrst, non  assumpserunt;  secondly,a  spe- 
^"?*  'ff  r  d  ^^^  ^^^^  ^le^,  to  which  there  was  a  demurrer ;  and  thirdly,  a  spc- 
generai  verdict,  cial  custom  of  tradc  at  Livcrpool.    The  issues  in  fact  were 

leave  being  re- 
served to  the 

defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  A  rule  was  obtained  ac- 
cordingly, and  thereupon  it  was  agreed,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court,  that  the  facts  should  be 
stated  in  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  On  the  argument  of  the  case,  the  Court 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  them,  and  this 
judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  on  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber: — Heid,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  trial ;  and  that  although  one  of  the  issues  was  given  up 
by  them  at  the  trial. 
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tried  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  Assizes^  1887^  wlien  the  Bjxk,  qf  pieas, 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  on  both  issues^  damages  741/.  4«.  5rf.,     ^     ^      ^ 
leave  being  given  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a        Tobin 
nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  them.     The  plaintiff  had  judgment    cuawf ord. 
also  on  the    demurrer.     The    defendants   subsequently 
moved  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  and  ob- 
tained a  rule  accordingly.     On  cause  being  shewn,  it  was 
suggested  by  the  Court,  and  agreed  by  the  parties,  that  the 
facts  should  be  turned  into  a  special  case,  with  liberty  to 
either  party  to  turn  the  case  into  a  special  verdict.     The 
special  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1839  (a),  when  the 
Court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  verdict 
was  accordingly  entered  for  them  on  the  first  and  third 
issues.     The  plaintiff  thereupon  turned  the  case  into  a  spe- 
cial verdict,  and  brought  a  writ  of  error,  and  on  argument 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  the  judgment  of  this  Court 
was  affirmed  {b).    On  taxation,  the  Master  allowed  the 
defendants  the  costs  of  the  trial. 

Ellis  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants 
to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  review  his  taxa- 
tion, and  why  he  should  not  be  directed  to  allow  the  plain- 
tiff the  costs  of  the  trial  of  the  issues  in  fact,  or  that  such 
costs  be  disallowed  to  the  defendants, 

W.  H,  Watson  now  shewed  cause. — The  leave  reserved 
at  the  trial,  and  the  subsequent  entry  of  the  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  places  them  in  precisely  the  same  situation  as 
if  the  verdict  had  been  found  for  them  on  the  trial. — The 
Court  called  upon 

Ellis  to  support  the  rule. — If  the  rule  had  been  argued, 
there  could  not  have  been  a  nonsuit  or  verdict  for  the 
defendants,  but  only  a  new  trial,  for  the  plaintiff  gave  evi- 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  235.  (b)  9  M.  &  W.  53. 


604  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHEQUER, 

jrm*.  rf  PUat,  dence  whicli  entitled  him  to  have  the  case  submitted  to  the 

jmy.  Besides^  there  was  an  issue  joined  on  the  custom, 
which  was  abandoned  by  the  defendants.  Thanuu  t. 
Hawkes  {a)  is  in  point.  There,  after  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  granted,  the  parties  agreed 
to  a  reference,  the  costs  to  abide  the  erent.  The  arbitrator 
found  for  the  defendant,  yet  the  Court  held  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  trial.  The  only  distinction  between 
that  case  and  the  present  is,  that  here  the  rule  was  obtained 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  but  that,  for  the  rea- 
sons already  mentioned,  makes  no  real  difference. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — Here  the  rule  granted  by  the 
Court  was  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant :  on  that  rule  the  Court  had  power  to  do  either,  hot 
for  the  sake  of  convenience,  the  facts  were  stated  in  the 
form  of  a  special  case,  on  which  the  same  result  followedj 
namely,  a  judgment  for  the  defendants.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  on  the  verdict  being  entered  for  the  defendsnts 
under  the  judgment  on  the  special  case,  the  plaintiff  wss 
liable  to  the  costs  of  the  trial. 

Parke,  B. — The  leave  reserved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants  makes  the  difference  between  this  case  and  thoie 
of  Thomas  v.  Hawkes  and  Jolliffe  v.  Mundy  {b). 

GvRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 

(a)  0  M,  &  W.  53.  {h)  4  M.  &  W.  502. 


J 
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Eiteh,  of  Pleas, 
1842. 

PrYME  V.  TiTCHMARSH.  ^ xr  ^  ^a 

Nov,  24. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt^  which  was  tried  before  the  a  caute  was 
undersheriff  of  Cambridgeshire  on  the  6th  October,  1842,  trif  oTtrUi'di- 
when  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict,  damages  8/.  7s.  'f*^*!i^**  '**® 

*^  '  o  sheriff  of  Cam- 

bridgeshire, by 

On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  Cleaaby  obtained  a  rule  sow residentin 
calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  cambrid^^ 
should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  on  affidavits  ^^^^  of  whuse 
which  stated,  that  during  the  trial  the  defendant  came  into  the  jury  list  for 
Court,  and  finding  that  one  of  the  jurymen  was  the  same  L*t^appeared"' 
person  who  had  served  him  with  process  in  the  action,  he  that  the  defend- 

f  .  ^      .        ,  '  ant's  attorney 

informed  his  attorney  thereof:  no  objection,  however,  ap-  had  seen  and 
peared  to  have  been  made  at  that  time.     It  was  subse*  iht  of  jurors  be- 
quently  discovered  that  the  jury  who  tried  the  cause  were  [worn*?nd  hwi 
all  persons  resident  in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  and  that  cxp^cwed  him. 

^     ,     .  .        ,       .  ,.       «        /  self  satisfied,  the 

none  of  their  names  was  in  the  jury  list  for  the  county.  Court  held  that 
Farmer  v.  Mountfort  (a)  was  cited  to  shew  that  this  was  \,l^  thereby"' 
irregular.    An  affidavit  filed  in  opposition  to  the  rule  Jerdi"t^f **' h^*' 
stated  that  the  defendant's  attorney  had  been  shewn  the  plaintiff,  from 
list  before  the  jury  were  sworn,  had  looked  over  it,  and  irregularity. 
had  expressed  himself  satisfied.  th«  thenlira^ny 

right  of  chal- 
lenge of  jurors, 

MacatUay  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  on  the  trial  of  a 
c.  42,  s.  17,  which  gives  the  Court  or  a  Judge  the  power  writ  of  trial.  ^ 
to  direct  issues  joined  in  certain  actions  to  be  tried  before 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  where  the  action  is  brought,  &c., 
directs  that  a  writ  shall  issue  to  the  sheriff,  commanding 
him  "  to  try  such  issue  or  issues  by  a  jury  to  be  sum- 
moned by  him,'^  &c.  How  does  it  appear  that  the  jury  so 
summoned  in  this  case  was  not  a  jury  empowered  by  law 
to  try  the  issue?     There  is  nothing  in  the  affidavits  to 


(a)  8  M.  &  W.  266. 
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Exch.  of  PUatf  shew  that  the  jurors  had  not  the  qualification  required  by 

^  ^^^'  ^     the  Jury  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  1.  The  18th  section  of  that 

Prtmb        act  requires  that  the  venire  facias  shall  direct  the  sheriflT 

TncHMARsu.  ^^  return  "  twelve  good  and  lawful  men  of  the  body  of  his 
county,  qualified  according  to  law;'^  and  section  14  requires 
the  sheriff  to  return  ^'  the  names  of  men  contained  in  the 
jurors'  book  for  the  then  current  year,''  &c.:  with  a  pro- 
viso, that  if  there  shall  be  no  jurors'  book  in  existence  for 
the  current  year,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  return  the  jurors 
from  the  jurors'  book  for  the  year  preceding.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, first,  that  this  is  a  direction  to  the  sheriff  upon  a 
matter  to  which  the  writ  of  trial  has  no  relation  whatever: 
but  secondly,  supposing  it  to  refer  to  the  summons  on  a 
writ  of  trial,  these  affidavits  do  not  sufficiently  shew  thai 
the  names  of  the  jurors  were  not  in  the  jurors'  book  for 
the  current  year.  They  may  be  in  some  book  which  the 
sheriff  is  authorized  to  use.  The  jury  lists  may  mean 
those  which  were  revised  in  the  month  of  September,  under 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50,  s.  10. 

But  further,  this  objection,  if  it  existed,  was  waived  by 
the  acquiescence  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  who,  knowing 
the  persons  who  composed  the  jury,  looked  over  the  list 
and  expressed  his  satisfaction  with  them.  He  does  not 
state  that  he  did  not  then  know  the  disqualification  now 
alleged  against  them.  On  this  subject,  the  case  oiRegina 
V.  The  South  Holland  Drcinage  Committee  Men  {a)  is  in 
point.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  the  attorney  had  not  ex- 
pressed his  satisfaction  with  the  list,  the  sheriff  might  have 
summoned  other  persons.] 

Cleasby,  contra. — There  could  be  no  waiver  of  the  ob- 
jection, unless  the  attorney  knew  the  circumstances  of  the 
case;  and  there  is  nothing  on  the  affidavits  to  shew  that 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  E.  429 ;  1  P.  &  D.  79. 
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he  knew  the  jurors  were  not  on  the  list.    He  had  a  right  Exeh.  of  Pteos, 
to  assume  that  the  due  course  of  law  had  been  observed.     ^  ^      . 
In  Farmer  v.  Mountfortf  there  was  no  such  denial  of  know-        Prym b 
ledge  as  is  required  here.     [ParkCy  B. — The  proceedings   xitchmaush. 
may  be  avoided  if  you  object  at  the  proper  time  and  place, 
whereas  here  you  acquiesce.]  Not  with  knowledge.  IParke, 
B. — It  is  immaterial  whether  with  or  without  knowledge^ 
because  you  agree  to  take  that  jury.]     But  how  could  the 
objection  be  waived?     The  party  has  here  no  right  of 
challenge ;  and  this  is  a  writ  giving  the  sheriff  a  particular 
authority,  which  if  it  be  not  followed,  the  proceeding  is 
void  altogether.     On  writs  of  inquiry,  and  generally  in 
proceedings  before  the  sheriff,  there  is  no  right  of  chal- 
lenge. '    [Parke,  B. — If  there  be  no  right  of  challenge,  that 
is  a  reason  why  you  ought  to  take  the  objection  at  the 
earliest  possible  period.     You  ought  to  make  inquiry  be- 
fore you  submit  to  have  the  case  tried  by  that  jury ;  but  if 
you  do  so  submit,  you  are  bound.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  do  not  pronounce  any  defini- 
tive opinion  whether  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  take  the  jury 
from  persons  whose  names  are  in  the  jury  list;  but  I 
found  my  opinion  on  the  other  ground,  that  the  defendant 
is  precluded,  after  his  acquiescence  at  the  trial  by  his  at- 
torney, from  saying  that  the  cause  was  not  tried  by  a 
proper  jury.  He  was  bound  to  make  inquiry,  if  he  meant 
to  take  advantage  of  such  an  objection. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  whether  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  take  a  jury 
from  the  jury  book,  nor  whether  on  a  writ  of  trial  there  is 
any  right  of  challenge;  the  latter  point,  especially,  might 
require  consideration.  It  is  quite  sufficient  to  say,  that 
the  party  ought  to  take  such  an  objection  at  the  earliest 
period,  and  to  make  inquiry  into  the  circumstances.  It 
would  be  altogether  unjust  to  allow  him  to  lie  by  and  take 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  chance  of  a  verdict^  and  then  come  and  set  aside  the 

proceedings^  on  an  objection  such  as  this^  with  respect  to 


which  he  had  the  means  of  knowledge ;  more  especially 
TiTCHiiAMu.    when  it  appears  that  he  actually  approved  of  the  jury  who 

tried  the  cause. 

OuRNEY^  B.^  and  Bolfb^  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged^  with  costs. 


Nov.  24.  Doe  d,  Daniell  and  Others  r.  Woodropfe. 

Bymarriage  J[  jiJS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  on  eight  demises^  for 
purporting  to  the  rccovcry  of  lands  in  the  county  of  Surrey ;  the  first 
luance  of  a?tu    demise  being  by  J*  F.  N.  Daniell,  F.  B.  Long,  P.  Le  Oteyt, 

des  recited  in 

It,  an  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  husband  and  wifei  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  I'^ffeid,  that 
they  thereby  l>ecame  tenants  in  tail  special,  and  that  a  court  of  law  could  not  construe  the  deed 
as  making  them  tenants  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  Issue  in  tail,  even  supposing  that  such 
be  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  articles  by  a  court  of  equity. 

An  estate  being  limited  by  marriage  settlement  to  the  use  of  A.  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies,  and  A«  having  died,  leaving  his  widow  and  three  children,  vii.  G.  an  only  son  and 
L.  and  H.  daughters,  the  widow,  in  1735,  by  deed  poll,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  granted  to 
her  by  her  son,  and  of  natural  affection,  "  granted,  surrendered,  and  yielded  up  "  the  estate  In 
question  to  the  son  in  fee ;  and  he  afterwards,  during  her  life,  suffbred  a  recovery.  The  widow 
died  in  1767;  O.  died  without  issue  in  1779,  having  devised  the  estate  to  trustees  to  secure  the 
payment  of  an  annuity  to  W.,  the  only  son  of  his  sister  L.  (who  was  then  dead),  and  sobject 
thereto  to  B.  the  eldest  son  of  W.,  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  defendant,  his  second  son. 
In  1790,  B.  entered,  on  his  father's  death,  into  possession  of  the  entirety  of  the  estate,  claiming 
under  the  will  ofG.,  and  subsequently  did  various  acts  in  the  character  of  devisee  for  life  ;  in 
1814  he  suffered  d  recovery  of  one  moiety,  and  in  1816  conveyed  the  entirety  of  the  estate  to 
mortgagees  in  fee.  In  1818,  M.,  the  descendant  of  the  other  co-parcener,  H.,  at  the  request  of 
B.  suffVired  a  recovery  of  a  moiety,  which  it  was  declared  should  enure  (subject  to  a  term  to  se- 
cure a  sum  of  money  to  M.)  to  the  use  of  B/s  mortgagees. 

Heldf  first,  that  the  deed-poll  of  1735  operated  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  and  created  a 
base  fee,  determinable  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail : 

Secondly,  that  although  0.,  being  estopped  by  the  recovery  suffiered  by  him,  was  not  remitted  to 
the  estate  tail,  yet,  for  the  same  reason,  no  right  of  entry  accrued  until  his  death,  and  therefore 
the  period  of  twenty  years,  for  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations  against  the  issue  in  tail, 
was  to  be  calculated  from  his  death  in  1779,  and  nut  from  the  death  of  his  mother  in  1767; 
consequently,  that  the  entry  of  B.  (in  1790)  was  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time: 

Thirdly,  that  although  B.  entered  under  the  will,  and  indicated  an  intention  to  take  the  es- 
tate under  it  for  his  life  only,  this  intention  was  immaterial,  and  he  was  remitted,  nolens  Tolens, 
as  to  his  moiety,  to  the  original  estate  tail,  which  was  barred  by  the  recovery  of  1814 :  and 

Fourthly,  that  either  his  possession  enured  to  the  benefit  of  his  coparcener  M.,  so  as  to  ren* 
der  the  recovery  of  1818  effectual  as  to  the  other  moiety,  or  operated  to  confer  on  him,  B.,  an 
estate  in  fee  by  wrong,  which,  being  conveyed  to  the  mortgagees  in  1816,  gave  them  a  good 
title  against  the  defendant,  who  claimed  as  devisee  under  the  will  of  G« 
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and  N.  H.  Nugent;  the  second  by  W.  J.  J.  Drury;  the  Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
third  and  fourth  by  H.  W.  Seaton;  the  fifth  and  sixth  by  ^^^• 
W.  H.  Colyer  and  J.  Colyer;  and  the  seventh  and  eighth 
by  W.  M.  Maitland.  It  was  tried  at  the  Surrey  Assizes 
in  1839^  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff;  but 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial  having  been  obtained^  at  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  Courts  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the 
facts  should  be  stated  in  a  special  case^  with  liberty  to  turn 
it  into  a  special  verdict. 

George  Woodroffe,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in 
question^  executed  indentures  of  lease  and  release  in  the 
year  1710,  the  release  being  made  between  George  Wood- 
roffe,  of  the  first  part,  Robert  Woodroffe,  his  brother,  and 
Hester,  the  wife  of  Robert,  of  the  second  part,  G.  Dun- 
comb,  of  the  third  part,  and  certain  trustees  of  the  fourth 
part  It  recited  that  articles  had  been  made  upon  the 
marriage  of  Robert  with  Hester,  in  1699,  by  which  George 
had  agreed  to  charge  some  part  of  his  estate  with  £8000, 
to  be  paid  to  Robert,  in  case  George  left  issue  male,  and 
also  to  settle  lands  of  the  value  of  £10,000  upon  Robert 
and  Hester,  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies,  in  such 
manner  as  in  the  said  articles  was  mentioned,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  right  heirs  of  Robert,  in  case  George  died 
without  issue  male,  or  otherwise  to  secure  the  sum  of 
j£lO,000  to  Robert,  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
to  be  settled  upon  Robert  and  Hester,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies ;  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  lands 
thereby  conveyed  should  be  settled  in  satisfaction  of  that 
sum.  George  thereupon  conveyed  the  lands  in  question 
to  his  own  use  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  sons  succes- 
sively in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Robert 
and  Hester  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  issuing, 
as  by  the  said  recited  articles  the  same  were  to  be  limited, 
with  remainder  in  fee  to  Robert  and  his  heirs.  These 
^articles  were  not  produced  at  the  trial  or  on  the  argument. 
Robert  died  in  1710,  leaving  three  children  by  Hester,  a 
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ExeJt.  of  Phot,  son,  George  Woodroffe,  his  heir-at-law.  and  two  dangh' 

ters,  Lettice,  the  wife  of  W.  Billinghurst,  and  Hester,  the 
wife  of  T.  Y.  Caverley.     George,  the  brother  of  Robert, 
died  in  1713,  childless.     Hester,  the  widow,  upon  his 
death,  entered,  and  by  a  deed-poll  dated  13th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1735,  which  recited  that,  by  virtue  of  the  settlement, 
the  premises  were  vested  in  her  for  her  life,  and  the  imme- 
diate remainder  belonged  to  her  son  George,  she,  in  con- 
sideration of  natural  love  and  affection,  and  of  an  annnitv 
granted  to  her  by  an  indenture  of  the  same  date  by  her 
son  George,  granted,  surrendered,  and  yielded  up  the  pre- 
mises in  question  to  George,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 
George  then  entered,  and,  by  a  bargain  and  sale  inrolled» 
dated  22nd  of  November,  1735,  conveyed  the  lands  to 
G.  North,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  until  a  recovery  could  be 
suffered,  which  should  enure  to  the  use  of  George  in  fee- 
simple.     In  Michaelmas  Term,  in  the  same  year,  a  reco- 
very was  suffered,  in  which  North  was  tenant,  and  George 
vouchee.     By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the 
25th  and  26th  of  November  in  the  same  year,  George, 
upon  his  marriage,  conveyed  the  premises  to  trustees  to 
his  own  use  for  life,  with  remainders  to  his  children  by  the 
marriage,  remainder  to  himself  in  fee;  and  upon  his  second 
marriage,  in  1763,  he  executed  a  similar  settlement  by 
lease  and  release.     In  17G7,  Hester,  the  widow,  died  with- 
out having  done  any  other  act  to  bar  her  estate.     George, 
the  son,  died  in  1779,  without  issue,  and,  by  his  will,  de- 
vised the  premises  to  N.  Nicholas  and  J.  Batson,  and  their 
heirs,  upon  trust  to  pay  to  his  nephew,  the  Rev.  W.  Bil- 
linghurst,  an  annuity  of  JB200,  with  the  usual  powers  of 
distress,  entry,  possession,  and  perception  of  rents,  for  bet- 
ter securing  the  same,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of 
his  great-nephew,  William  Billingliurst  the  younger,  for 
life,  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
William  Billinghurst  the  younger  in  tail  male,  and  io  de* 
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fault  of  such  issue  to  the  use  of  the  defendant^  then  George  Exch.  of  pieas, 
Billinghurst^  for  life,  with  remainders  over.    The  testator  ' 

directed  that  every  person  entitled  to  his  estates  should 
take  the  surname  and  bear  the  arms  of  Woodroffe,  upon 
pain  of  forfeiture.  .At  the  time  of  the  death  of  George 
Woodroffe,  the  testator,  Hester  Caverley,  his  sister,  then  a 
widow,  was  living,  and  Lettice  Billinghurst,  his  other  sis- 
ter, was  dead,  having  left  the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst,  the 
annuitant,  who  was  of  full  age,  her  only  child.  The  devi- 
sees in  trust  entered  into  possession,  and  paid  the  annuity 
until  the  month  of  January,  1790,  when  the  Rev.  W.  Bil- 
linghurst died,  leaving  William  Billinghurst,  his  eldest  son 
and  heir-at-law,  and  the  defendant,  his  second  son,  him 
surviving.  The  former  attained  his  majority  the  same 
year,  and  thereupon  assumed  the  name  and  arms  of 
Woodroffe  by  royal  license,  and  took  possession  of  the 
property. 

In  1793,  1800,  and  1803,  William  Billinghurst,  then 
William  Woodroffe,  executed  several  instruments,  to  the 
latter  of  which  the  defendant  was  a  party  as  a  co-lessor. 
In  these  William  stated  himself  to  be  tenant  for  life  only, 
and  dealt  with  the  estate  as  such;  but  in  the  year  1814, 
he  conveyed  a  moiety  of  the  lands  by  lease  and  release  to 
B.  Edwards  and  his  heirs,  to  the  intent  that  he  might  be- 
come tenant  to  the  praecipe,  and  that  a  recovery  might  be 
feuffered  of  that  moiety,  which  should  enure  to  the  use  of 
B.  G.  Edwards,  for  the  term  of  500  years,  in  order  to 
secure  payment  of  certain  sums  of  money,  and  after  pay- 
ment thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  said  WiUiam  Woodroffe  in 
fee.  In  1814,  a  recovery  was  accordingly  suffered  of  that 
moiety,  in  which  WiUiam  Woodroffe  was  vouched.  In 
1816,  by  lease  and  release,  the  latter  of  which  recited  two 
deeds,  wherein  it  was  stated  that  WDliam  Woodroffe  was 
tenant  for  life  under  the  will  of  his  great  uncle,  and  by 
which  he  granted  two  annuities  to  W.  H.  Colyer,  secured 
by  terms  of  ninetyrnine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live. 
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Exch.  pf  Pleat,  William  WoodroSe  mortgaged  the  whole  of  the  lands  to 

R.  Stewart  and  M.  Dniry  in  fee  simple,  as  a  secnritY  tat 
a  loan  of  £10^000^  and  R.  Edwards  conveyed  to  them  his 
term.  In  1817,  R.  Stewart  conveyed  all  his  estate  to 
J.  Hunter  and  P.  Newman. 

In  1774,  Hester  CaTerlev,  who  was  the  other  co-heiresi^ 
had  died,  leaving  an  only  daughter,  Ann  Walker,  then 
married,  her  surviving.   She  also  had  died  in  1797,  leaving 
Jane,  the  wife  of  D.  Watherston,  her  only  child,  at  that 
time  a  married  woman.     D.  Watherston  died  in  1803,  and 
Jane,  in  1810,  married  W.  M.  Maitland,  one  of  the  lesson 
of  the  plaintiff.     By  lease  and  release,  dated  March,  1818^ 
in  the  latter  of  which  W.  M.  Maitland,  and  Jane,  his  wi^ 
were  mentioned  as  conveying  parties,  it  was  recited  that 
William  Woodroffe  had  entered  into  possession  upon  the 
death  of  George  Woodroffe,  and  had  enjoyed  the  estite 
since  that  period,  but  that  Jane  Maitland  was  in  fact  or 
in  right  tenant  in  tail  of  a  moiety  of  the  lands,  though 
William  Woodroffe  having  held  the  possession  adversely  to 
her  and  her  ancestors,  her  remedy  had  been  barred :  and 
R.  Stewart,  M.  Drury,  J.  Hunter,  S.  Newman,  and  Wil- 
liam Woodroffe  conveyed  a  moiety  of  the   premises  to 
F.  Croft  in  fee,  to  the  intent  that  he  might  become  tenant 
to  the  praecipe  in  a  recovery  to  be  suffered  of  it,  in  whidi 
J.  Scaton  should  be  the  demandant,  and  which  should 
enure  to  the  use  of  W.  M.  Maitland  for  a  term  of  500 
years,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  £4,500,   and  subject 
thereto  to  R.  Stewart  and  M.  Drury  in  fee,  as  a  further 
security  for  the  £10,000.    These  deeds  were  never  exe- 
cuted by  W.  M.  Maitland  or  his  wife,  but  in  May,  181% 
they  executed  a  lease  and  release  to  the  same  effect,  sate 
that  they  did  not  contain  the  recital  of  adverse  possessioii. 
In  Easter  Term,  in  the  same  year,  a  recovery  of  this 
moiety,  in  which  they  were  vouched,  was  suffered. 

William  Woodroffe,  or  the  parties  claiming  under  him, 
continued  in  possession  of  the  whole  Qf  the  premises  till 


i 


MICHAELMAS  T£RM^  6  VICT.  613 

his  death,  which  occurred  in  1824.   He  left  no  issue.   The  ^ch.  9f  pua$. 
defendant  then  entered,  and  took  the  names  and  arms  of    ^    ^  *  ^ 
Woodroffe.    W.  M.  Maitland  never  entered,  and  has  not         ^* 
received  any  portion  of  the  £4500.   The  estate  of  B.  Stewart      Damibll 
and  M.  Drury  has  become  vested  in  W.  J.  J.  Drury,  one    wcodIopfi. 
of  the  lessors,  and  by  him  conveyed  to  J.  P.  N.  Danielle 
F.  B.  Long,  P.  Le  Gteyt,  and  N.  P.  Nugent,  also  lessors. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  Court  should  be  at  liberty  to 
inspect  the  deeds,  and  draw  the  same  inferences  as  a  jury* 

The  question  for  the  Court  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  on  any  one  or  more  of  the  demises 
contained  in  the  declaration. 

The  case  was  argued  in  last  Trinity  Term  (May  30,  and 
June  1),  by 

Hodgson,  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff. — ^Three  points 
were  made  on  moving  for  the  rule  in  this  case,  in  behalf 
of  the  defendant.  Pirst,  that  the  settlement  of  1710, 
having  been  made  in  pursuance  of  articles,  ought  to  be 
reformed,  so  as  to  make  the  estate  created  by  it  corre- 
spond with  that  contemplated  by  the  articles,  and  that 
the  Court  ought  accordingly  to  consider  Robert  and  Hes- 
ter Woodroffe  to  have  been  tenants  for  life  only.  But 
the  terms  of  the  articles  and  of  the  settlement  are  in 
fact  precisely  the  same :  they  form  one  limitation  only,  not 
two  limitations ;  and  even  if  this  Court  could  exercise  the 
functions  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  reform  the  deed,  it 
would  not  be  warranted  by  any  authority  in  making  such 
an  alteration  as  is  here  proposed.  Where  articles  are  made 
providing  for  a  settlement  to  the  use  of  the  intended  hus- 
band for  life,  and  then,  with  or  without  intermediate  re- 
mainders, to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  courts  of 
equity  have  said,  that  finding  two  distinct  limitations  in- 
tended by  those  words,  they  will  not  apply  the  rule  in 

VOL.  X.  s  s  M.  w. 
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Bxch.  of  Pleas,  Shelley's  case  {a),  so  as  to  turn  those  two  limitations  into 

one.     But  no  authority  is  to  be  found  in  which,  upon  a 
single  limitation  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  any  alteration  has  been  made;  and  the  limi- 
WooDROFFi.    tation  in  this  case  to  Robert  and  Hester,  and  the  heirs  of 

their  bodies,  is  in  like  manner  one  single  limitation,  and 
falls  within  the  same  principle.  The  courts  of  equity 
appear  also  to  have  considered,  that  if  a  joint  estate  tail 
has  been  created  under  such  circumstances  as  that  it  is  in 
the  power  of  the  parties  jointly,  but  not  of  one  of  them 
only,  to  bar  the  entail,  that  is  not  an  improvident  settle- 
ment, and  the  deed  by  which  it  is  created  would  not  be 
reformed.  The  plain  answer,  however,  upon  this  part  of 
the  case  is,  that  a  court  of  law  has  no  power  whatever  to 
reform  a  deed:  and  whether  this  deed  would  be  deemed 
good  or  bad  in  a  court  of  equity,  in  a  court  of  law  it  can 
receive  no  other  construction  than  that  the  husband  and 
wife  were  made  thereby  tenants  by  entireties  in  tail,  and 
that  Hester  became  by  survivorship  sole  tenant  of  the 
entirety  in  tail. 

The  second  ground  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  was, 
that  as  William  Woodroffe  had  taken  a  benefit  under  the 
will  of  George  Woodroffe,  he  was  bound  by  the  doctrine  of 
election  to  make  good  the  will.  This  also  is  purely  a 
question  for  a  court  of  equity.  A  court  of  equity,  under 
such  circumstances,  declares  that  the  party  has  elected  to 
take  under  the  will,  although  he  derives  his  title  aliunde, 
and  follows  up  this  declaration  by  a  direction  that  he  shall 
convey  accordingly :  but  the  Court  does  not  declare  that 
his  legal  estate  is  altered  or  afiected  thereby. 

Lastly  (and  which  is  the  substantial  question  in  the  case), 
it  was  contended,  that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  there  was  subsisting,  under  the  operation  of 
the  deed  of  1735,  a  base  fee  or  determinable  interest, 

(a)  1  Rep.  88. 
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which  has  not  ceased,  and  would  not  cease  until  failure  of  Ejteh.  <fPUa% 

184*^ 
issue  of  Robert  and  Hester  Woodroffe^  and  which  is  not 

vested  in  any  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff.  The  recital  in 
the  deed  of  1735,  that  by  virtue  of  the  settlement  of  1710 
Hester  was  tenant  for  life  only,  and  that  the  remainder 
expectant  on  her  death  belonged  to  her  son,  Oeorge,  was  a 
mere  mistake ;  he  had  no  estate  whatever  in  the  premises. 
The  first  question  therefore  is,  what  was,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  effect  of  that  deed.  The  old  doctrine  of 
law — ^which  was  not  exploded  until  Lord  HoIPb  time — ^was 
that  tenant  in  tail  could  not,  by  a  rightful  assurance,  con- 
vey an  estate  for  more  than  his  life.  It  may  however  be 
conceded,  that,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Court 
in  Machell  v.  Clarke  (a),  this  deed,  being  an  innocent  con- 
veyance, created  an  estate  of  inheritance  or  base  fee,  de- 
terminable on  failure  of  the  issue  of  Robert  and  Hester, 
but,  as  the  defendant  contends,  defeasible  also  by  the  entry 
of  any  person  claiming  as  issue  of  the  body  of  Hester.  One 
of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in 
that  case  is  put  by  Lord  Holt,  is  important  to  be  referred 
to :  he  says,  ^'  It  is  no  prejudice  to  the  issue  in  tail,  and 
therefore  no  breach  of  the  statute  de  donis :"  and  that  ''if 
an  act  which  drives  the  issue  in  tail  to  his  formedon,  will 
not  be  a  breach  of  the  statute,  much  less  will  it  be  a  breach 
of  the  statute  to  drive  the  issue  in  tail  to  enter,  to  avoid  a 
bargain  and  sale  by  his  ancestor.^'  There  it  was  held  that 
the  deed  (which  was  a  covenant  to  stand  seised)  had  no 
operation,  because  the  estate  was  limited  thereby  to  the 
tenant  in  tail  himself  for  his  life,  and  qfter  his  death  to  his 
son  in  tail,  and  the  latter  estate,  therefore,  was  not  to  com- 
mence in  possession ;  for  the  title  of  the  issue  in  tail,  per 
formam  doni,  would  then  be  paramount  to  the  title  under 
the  deed.  That  case  was  confirmed  in  Goodright  v.  Mead  [b) 

(a)  1  Lord  Raym.  778 ;  2  Salk.  619 ;  7  Mod.  18. 

{h)  3  Burr.  1703. 
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Exch.  qf  Pteoi,  and  StapiUon  v.  SiapiUon  (a).  This  deed  indeed  it  not  a 
1842^^^  covenant  to  stand  seised ;  it  is  in  form  a  surrender;  but  in 
order  that  it  may  not  fail  of  effect,  it  may  be  construed  to 
operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised^  according  to  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  Roe  v.  Tranmarr  (i).  Doe  d.  MUion 
V.  Salheld  [c),  and  Doe  d.  LewU  v.  Davits  (df) ;  and  Qeotgt 
Woodroffe  therefore  took  under  it  an  estate  by  Tirtue  of 
the  Statute  of  Uses.  Now  if  the  estate  created  by  thii 
deed  were  merely  a  fee  determinable  on  failure  of  issue  of 
Kobert  and  Hester  Woodroffe,  it  might  unquestionably  be 
said  to  be  still  subsisting ;  but  the  estate  was  also  defeasible 
and  was  in  fact  long  since  defeated,  by  entry  of  the  issue. 
Hester,  on  her  death  in  1767,  left  George  her  heir  in  tail, 
whereby  the  estate  tail  became  vested  in  him  in  possession, 
subject  to  the  estate  created  by  the  deed  of  1785.  If  that 
estate  had  vested  in  any  other  person  than  him,  he,  George^ 
might  then  have  entered  and  restored  his  title  under  the 
entail,  and  if  he  had  completed  his  assurances,  might  then 
have  suffered  a  valid  recovery,  and  settled  the  estates  to 
the  uses  of  the  settlement  of  November  1735.  The  re- 
covery so  suffered  by  him  in  his  mother's  lifetime 
merely  void  as  against  her  issue;  at  the  time  it 
suffered,  and  the  settlement  executed,  he  was  in  pos- 
session, and  so  continued  until  his  death  in  1779, 
when  the  title  in  tail  was  split  into  two  undivided  moie- 
ties, the  issue  of  his  two  sisters,  Lettice  Billingburst  and 
Hester  Caverley,  being  entitled  in  coparcenary.  Now, 
a  well-known  and  beneficial  doctrine  of  the  common  law 
was,  that  if  a  person  who  had  a  right  of  entry  to  restore 
an  estate,  to  use  the  expression  of  the  old  books,  by 
any  means  '^  happed  upon  the  possession,''  that  was  held 
to  operate  as  a  remitter,  and  the  law  held  him  to  be 
in  under  his  older  and  better  title.     There  were  undoubt- 


(a)  1  Atk.  2.  (c)  Id.  673. 

(b)  Willes,  682.  (d)  2  M.  &  W.  503. 
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edij  exceptions  to  this  rule :  first,  when  he  took  the  de-  Ereh.  of  PUat^ 
feasible  title  by  his  own  act  or  consent,  which  George 
Woodroffe  must  be  taken  to  have  done  here,  and  he 
therefore  was  not  remitted;  secondly,  where  a  defective 
or  tortious  assurance  had  cast  the  possession  upon  him  by 
force  of  the  Statute  of  Uses ;  because  the  right  had  thus 
arisen  from  the  operation  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  to  which 
the  assent  of  everybody  was  to  be  presumed,  and  which 
ought  not  to  be  construed  to  do  a  wrong:  and  as  the 
cx)nveyance  of  1735  undoubtedly  operated  by  virtue  of 
the  Statute  of  Uses,  it  must  be  admitted  that  on  this 
ground  also  Oeorge  was  not  himself  remitted.  But  these 
exceptions  are  of  a  purely  personal  nature,  and  are  appli- 
cable only  to  ihe first  taker;  and  although  George  was  not 
remitted,  that  was  on  grounds  personal  to  himself,  and 
which  could  not  affect  his  successors.  He  took  by  virtue 
of  the  Statute  of  Uses;  but  not  so  his  co-heirs  in  tail; 
and  therefore  when  William  Billinghurst,  being  the  heir 
in  tail  of  Lettice  as  to  a  moiety,  entered  in  1790,  on  his 
coming  of  age,  his  entry  put  an  end,  as  to  that  moiety,  to 
the  determinable  fee  created  in  1735,  and  he  was  at  once 
remitted  to  his  more  ancient  title.  And,  as  to  the  other 
moiety  also,  his  entry  would  primfi  facie  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  his  co-heir  in  tail,  and  establish  his  title  also. 
The  case  of  Doe  d.  Barrett  v.  Keen  (a)  is  an  authority  to 
shew  that  such  would  be  the  effect  of  his  entry  in  contem- 
plation of  law,  and  that  the  co-heir  in  tail  would  have  been 
entitled  so  to  treat  it,  if  he  had  entered  in  right  of  his  es- 
tate upon  a  stranger:  but  it  will  be  urged  on  the  other 
side,  that  inasmuch  as  William  Billinghurst  took  posses- 
sion (as  probably  he  did)  in  right  of  his  estate  for  life 
under  the  will  of  his  great  uncle,  and  not  intending  to 
assert  his  title  imder  the  estate  tail,  his  entry  cannot  be 
80  regarded.    But  the  answer  is,  that  his  entering  under 

(a)  7  T.  R.  386. 
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Bxeh.qfPieM,  the  will^  and  his  intention  in  taking  posaessioii,  are  imma- 
-  *  ^  terial.  It  is  the  same  as  if  he  had  ''happed  apon  the 
Dob  possession/'  in  which  case  the  doctrine  of  remitter  ap- 
Danibll  plies.  If  he  had  entered  intending  to  determine  the 
WooDKom.  ^tate^  there  would  have  been  no  occasion  for  the  appli- 
cation of  that  doctrine.  It  depends  in  no  degree  npm 
the  will  or  intent  of  the  party.  The  operation  of  the  hw 
in  this  respect  is  like  that  of  merger.  If  the  two  titki 
come  together  in  the  same  person^  it  is  the  act  of  the  km 
which  remits  him^  and  he  is  remitted  nolens  volena.  The 
law  will  not  in  either  case  permit  the  two  titles  to  be  kqt 
alive  in  the  same  party.  This  is  laid  down  in  Com.  Dig., 
Remitter^  (B.  3),  and  the  authorities  there  cited  shew  that 
even  if  William  Billinghurst  could  under  other  drcom- 
stances  have  waived  his  title^  he  could  not  do  so  in  thii 
case^  to  the  prejudice  of  his  co-heir  in  tail.  Such  bong 
the  effect  of  his  entry,  the  remitter  operated  to  defeat  til 
intervening  acts  done  by  George  Woodroffe  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  estate  tail,  including  his  will,  which  became 
absolutely  null  and  void.  Com.  Dig.,  Remitter,  (F.).  If 
that  be  so,  all  argument  derived  from  the  supposed  acts  of 
confirmation  of  that  will  by  William  Woodroffe  is  pre- 
cluded: for  if  the  acceptance  of  rent  under  a  lease  (ic- 
cording  to  the  authority  first  cited)  makes  no  difference  u 
to  the  cfiect  of  the  remitter,  so  neither  can  acts  in  con* 
firmation  of  a  will. 

From  this  point  the  titles  to  the  two  undivided  moietiei 
are  distinct,  and  the  question  arises,  whether  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  are  entitled  to  both,  or  to  one  only.  As  to 
the  moiety  of  which  William  Billinghurst  was  tenant  in 
tail,  by  the  recovery  suffered  by  him  in  1814  he  acquired 
a  fee  simple,,  which  he  limited,  subject  to  the  mortgage 
term  of  500  years,  to  himself  in  fee;  then,  in  1816,  he 
borrowed  the  £10,000,  and  mortgaged  the  estate  in  fee  to 
Stewart  and  Drury,  who  are  two  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  order  to  secure  it.     With  respect  to  the  other 
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moiety,  in  that,  under  the  old  title.  Mrs.  Maitland  had  an  ErcK  rf  PUat, 

1842 
estate  tail^  which  enabled  her  to  be  vouched  in  the  recovery 

of  1818;  and  such  voucher  enlarged  her  interest^  whether 
it  were  an  estate  or  a  right  of  entry  only^  into  a  fee.  It 
will  be  said  that  at  all  events  the  operation  of  that  recovery 
was  to  confirm  the  will  of  George  WoodroflFe.  But  if  the 
argument  already  advanced,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  remitter^ 
be  correct^  the  will  was  void,  and  no  act  of  confirmation 
could  set  it  up.  It  is  no  argument  in  a  court  of  law,  that 
this  was  contrary  to  good  faith;  it  was  not  the  act  of  the 
party,  but  of  the  law.  Either,  therefore,  this  was  a  case 
to  which  the  doctrine  of  remitter  applies,  and  so  the  estates 
tail  were  barred;  or  they  were  rights  of  entry,  which  the 
parties  did  not  choose  to  confirm,  but  declared  other  and 
different  uses.  There  are  cases  in  which  a  recovery  ope- 
rates in  law  to  confirm  prior  assurances,  as  a  mortgage  or 
judgment;  (see  the  law  on  this  subject  stated  in  Cruise's 
Digest,  Recovery,  ch.  9) :  but  no  such  rule  can  apply  in  a 
court  of  law,  as  to  make  a  recovery  operate  to  confirm  a 
title  adverse  to  the  real  title  of  the  parties.  The  other 
side  will  perhaps  rely  on  the  doctrine  of  election.  Sut  that 
18  matter  altogether  for  the  consideration  of  a  court  of 
equity;  and  that  court  could  not  decide  against  these 
parties  on  the  ground  of  election,  without  compelling  them 
to  take  on  themselves  their  legal  title,  and  then  to  convey 
to  the  uses  of  the  will.  The  sole  question  here  is,  what  is 
the  legal  title  ? 

The  Solicitor' General,  for  the  defendant. — It  is  agreed 
that  the  deed  of  1735,  which  operated  as  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised,  created  a  base  fee,  defeasible  by  the  entry  of 
the  issue  in  tail — but  provided  only  that  they  entered 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
It  has  been  conceded  on  the  other  side,  that  Oeorge  Wood- 
roffe  was  not  remitted,  but  it  is  contended  that  William 
Billinghurst  was  remitted  on  his  entry  in  1790.    But  it  is 
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Ejcek.  ofPieat,  to  be  remembered  that  Hester  died  in  1767;  Geoi^  oc- 
cupied till  1779^  when  he  died^  and  the  trustees  continued 
in  possession  till  1790.  There  was  then  a  period  of  twenty- 
three  years  £rom  1767  to  1790^  during  which  a  possessiaa 
continued  in  parties  who  claimed  not  tmder,  but  in  effect  o^ 
versely  to,  the  title  to  the  estate  tail.  That  bdng  so^  the 
entry  of  William  Billinghurst  was  too  late  to  have  any  effect 
in  defeating  the  base  fee  created  by  the  deed  of  1785.  The 
first  question  is^  whether^  when  a  defeasible  estate  of  this  na- 
ture has  been  created^  and  the  title  of  the  tenant  in  tail  to 
defeat  it  has  accrued  more  than  twenty  years^  he  is^  upon 
his  entry  under  some  other  title  or  assurance^  to  be  remit- 
ted to  the  estate  tail.  If  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not 
apply  to  such  a  case^  neither  would  it  though  a  period  of  five 
hundred  years  had  elapsed.  The  entry  of  a  person  for  the 
purpose  of  remitter  is  not  in  this  respect  to  be  distinguished 
from  an  entry  for  any  other  person,  and  it  is  equally 
barred  after  the  lapse  of  twenty  years.  The  words  of 
the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  are  general  and  \inlimited : — "  That 
no  person  or  persons  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  make 
any  entry  into  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
but  within  twenty  years  next  after  his  or  their  right 
or  title,  which  shall  hereafter  first*  descend  or  accrue  to 
the  same/^  This  means,  as  has  been  clearly  settled,  not 
a  right  or  title  of  the  individual,  but  a  right  or  title 
descending  upon  any  person  through  whom  he  claims. 
Hence  it  is^  that  the  omission  of  a  party  during  twenty 
years  to  assert  his  title  to  an  estate  tail  which  descends 
upon  him,  bars  all  the  succeeding  issue  as  well  as  himself. 
Tolson  V.  Kaye  (a).  Here  the  title  of  the  issue  in  tail  first 
accrued  in  1767,  on  the  death  of  Hester,  and  the  entry  of 
William  Billinghurst  in  1700  could  not  operate  to  rerive 
that  estate.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— The  issue  in  tail  had 
DO  right  to  enter  until  the  death  of  George.]     But  the 

(«)  3  Brod.  &  B.  217. 
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right  to  determine  the  base  fee  accraed  on  the  death  of  ^c*.  ^  PUat, 

1842 
Hester^  and  George  was  bound  to  have  done  some  act  in  '  ^ 

assertion  of  his  title  to  the  estate  tail;  this  he  failed  to  do^  Dob 
and  his  laches  and  that  of  the  trustees^  for  twenty  years  dakirli. 
foUowing^  concluded  their  successors.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. 
— ^According  to  that  argument^  if  George  had  survived 
Hester  twenty-one  years^  his  possession  during  that  time 
would  have  barred  the  estate  tail.]  Undoubtedly;  no 
entry  having  been  made  or  other  act  done  in  support  of  it. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  sisters  or  their  heirs  would  say 
they  had  no  right  until  his  death.]  The  same  might  be 
said  if  he  had  not  been  the  person  in  possession^  but  such 
an  argument  clearly  could  not  have  availed  in  that  case. 
If  the  base  fee  had  been  created  in  favour  of  an  entire 
stranger^  the  sisters  and  their  issue  would  equally  have  had 
no  right  of  entry  until  the  death  of  George ;  and  if  he  had 
survived  twenty  years^  without  doing  any  act  to  determine 
the  base  fee^  they  would  certainly  have  been  barre<l.  There 
is  no  greater  hardship  upon  them  in  the  present  case  than 
there  would  be  in  that.  They  might  with  equal  justice^  in 
either  case^  complain  that  they  are  not  allowed  to  enter : 
the  answer  is^  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations^  whereby  the 
legislature  intended  to  protect  the  titles  of  persons  actually 
in  possession^  if  those  who  are  otherwise  entitled  do  not 
choose  within  the  prescribed  time  to  assert  their  title^  has 
plainly  and  expressly  so  enacted ;  and  no  distinction  can 
exist  in  principle^  whether  such  an  estate  has  been  created 
in  favour  of  a  stranger^  or  of  the  immediate  issue  in  tail.  If 
George  had  entered  intending  to  defeat  the  base  fee^  or  if  his 
entry  or  any  act  done  by  him  had  had  the  effect  of  defeat- 
ing it^  the  issue  undoubtedly  would  not  have  been  barred ; 
but  under  the  circumstances^  the  defeasible  estate  con- 
tinued to  subsist^  and  hi8  actual  possession  under  it, 
although  he  was  the  person  entitled  to  the  estate  tail,  but 
to  which  he  was  not  remitted,  did  not  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.    Unless  he  was  remit- 
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Eich.  qf  Pleat,  ted^  there  is  no  ground  for  any  distmctioli  between  lus 

possession,  and  that  of  a  mere  stranger.  By  his  recoveiy 
he  acquired  a  fee-simple,  and  he  conveyed  that  estate  by 
the  marriage  settlement ;  and  the  parties  claiming  under 
that  settlement  are  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  sta- 
tute. If  it  had  been  originaUy  made  by  the  deed  poU  of 
1735,  direct  to  the  trustees,  his  possession  would  certainly 
have  been  a  bar ;  and  the  fact  that  it  was  made  through 
him  makes  no  difference  in  principle.  Suppose  a  persoa 
wrongfully  in  possession  to  grant  to  the  party  entitled  to 
an  estate  tail  in  the  premises  a  lease  for  twenty -one  yean^ 
under  which  he  enters  and  occupies  for  the  term,  he  would 
not  be  remitted,  because  the  estate  came  to  him  by  his 
own  act;  and,  although  the  rightful  owner,  his  occupati<m 
would  be  of  an  adverse  character  against  the  estate  tail, 
and  would  bar  the  right  to  it,  both  as  against  himself  and 
the  issue.  The  real  question  upon  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions (which  it  has  always  been  held  ought  to  receive  a 
liberal  construction)  is,  whether  the  possession  has  been  of 
an  adverse  character  to  the  title  which  is  set  up :  and  the 
doctrine  of  laches,  upon  which  that  statute  is  founded,  ii 
just  as  applicable  to  the  possession  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  who 
omits  to  do  any  act  to  defeat  a  base  fee  under  which  he 
entered,  as  it  is  to  that  of  a  perfect  stranger.  IRoffr,  B.— 
What  means  had  George,  after  the  death  of  Hester,  of  re- 
vesting the  estate  under  the  original  settlement?]  He 
might  have  disclaimed  to  hold  under  the  defeasible  estate^ 
or  asserted  his  title  to  the  estate  tail.  The  object  of  the 
Courts,  in  excluding  from  the  operation  of  the  doctrine  of 
remitter  the  case  where  the  party  acquired  the  possession 
by  a  conveyance  made  under  the  Statute  of  Uses — ^which 
was  framed  for  the  purpose  of  vesting  estates  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties — was  to  secure  and  protect  the 
titles  under  which  persons  entered  into  possession  of  their 
estates,  and  not  to  remit  them  back  to  other  titles,  which 
they  had  never  thought  of  asserting. 
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But,  independently  of  the  objection  arising  firom  the  lapse  Exek.  of  PUat, 
of  time,  the  same  reason  operated  against  the  remitter  of 
William  as  of  George.  The  former  entered,  not  in  asser* 
tion  of  his  estate  tail,  but  under  the  will  of  his  great  imcle, 
which  took  effect  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  under  it 
became  possessed  of  an  estate  for  life  only.  Under  that 
will,  at  common  law,  the  trustees  would  have  taken  a  legal 
title,  and  it  became  executed  in  William  only  by  force  of 
the  statute.  And  the  various  subsequent  acts  done  by  him 
in  the  character  of  tenant  for  life,  for  a  period  of  more 
than  twenty  years,  until  the  recovery  in  1814,  were  alto- 
gether inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  a  tenancy  in  tail. 
That  recovery,  and  the  mortgage  in  fee  in  1816,  affected  a 
moiety  only.  Then,  as  to  the  other  moiety,  there  was  no 
claimant  until  1818;  and  at  that  time  all  title  under  the 
estate  tail  had  been  barred  by  possession  under  the  will  of 
1779,  which  possession  is  admitted  on  the  face  of  the  deed  of 
1818  to  have  been  adverse.  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  according 
to  the  authority  of  Doe  d.  Barrett  v.  Keen,  the  entry  of  one 
co-parcener  is  the  entry  of  both,  and  that  William  Billing  • 
hurst  having  been  remitted  to  the  estate  tail  in  1790,  his 
possession  from  that  period  till  1818  enured  to  the  benefit 
of  his  co-tenant  in  tail.  But  in  Doe  d.  Barrett  v.  Keen  no 
question  of  adverse  possession  arose;  the  entry  is  there  ex- 
pressly declared  to  have  been  made  generally,  and  the 
judgment  proceeds  upon  that  ground.  The  question  whe- 
ther the  possession  of  one  co-tenant  shall  be  deemed  the 
possession  of  the  other  also,  is  a  question  of  fact :  Earl  of 
Essex  V.  Lord  Temple  (a).  In  Doe  v.  Prosser  {b),  a  posses- 
sion for  a  period  of  thirty-six  years,  without  account  ren- 
dered, was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  jury  in  pre- 
suming an  actual  ouster.  Here  the  Court  is  expressly 
authorized  to  draw  any  conclusion  from  the  facts  which  it 
may  think  proper,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  jury ;  and  the 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  310.  (6)  Cowp.  217. 
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B*eh.  of  Pleat,  facts  are  abundantly  sufficient  to  warrant  the  same  pre- 
sumption as  in  Doe  v.  Prosser,  But  the  recent  limitation 
actj  3  &  4  Will.  4^  c.  27,  s.  12^  altogether  disposes  of  this 
point.  That  section  expressly  enacts^  that  when  one  or 
more  of  several  persons^  entitled  as  co- parceners,  joint 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common,  shall  have  been  in  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  estate,  such  possession  shall  not  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  the  others ;  and  this  clause  has  been  held  to 
have  a  retrospective  operation :  Culley  v.  Doe  d.  Tajfler" 
son  (a).  It  may  possibly  be  contended,  that  William  Bil* 
linghurst,  although  he  took  and  entered  under  the  will, 
acquired  a  fee-simple  in  this  moiety  by  adverse  possession 
against  the  other  issue  in  tail.  But  there  is  the  most  dis- 
tinct evidence  on  the  face  of  the  case,  that  up  to  1814  he 
treated  himself  as  tenant  for  life;  his  possession,  therefore, 
although  adverse  to  the  estate  tail,  was  not  adverse  to,  but 
in  legal  effect  was  the  possession  of,  all  who  claimed  under 
the  will.  As  to  this  moiety,  therefore,  there  has  been  an 
adverse  possession  against  the  lessors  of  plaintiff*,  under  the 
will  of  George  Woodroffe;  as  to  the  other  moiety,  there 
was  an  adverse  possession  from  1767  to  1790,  which  barred 
the  issue  in  tail ;  or  if  not,  William  Billinghurst  could  not 
be  remitted,  because  he  took  under  the  will  of  George, 
which  operated  under  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

Hodgson,  in  reply. — The  base  fee  acquired  by  the  inno- 
cent assurance  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  is  not  an  estate  adverse  to 
the  estate  tail,  but  rather  an  estate  in  the  nature  of  a  long 
lease,  to  be  fed  out  of  the  estate  tail,  and  leaving  in  the 
issue  in  tail  something  of  the  same  character  as  a  reversion 
upon  a  long  lease,  and  more  than  a  mere  right  of  entry. 
It  cannot  be  said  that  there  is  in  such  a  case  any  interrup- 
tion of  the  seisin,  as  there  would  be  by  a  feoffment.  It 
would  be  a  strange  construction  to  say,  that  when  a  party 

{a)  11  Ad.&  £.  1008;  3  P.  &  D.  539. 
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has  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  another^  that  ^ck.  of  puat^ 
other  can  allege  that  the  deed  operated  as  a  disseisin^  or  ^  .! 
interruption  of  the  seisin^  of  the  very  person  who  by  his 
covenant  was  to  retain  the  estate  for  the  other's  benefit. 
The  possession  under  such  an  instrument  is  not  adverse ; 
as  Lord  HoU  says  in  Machett  v.  Clarke,  it  does  no  prejudice 
to  the  issue,  for  they  have  only  to  enter  to  defeat  it :  it  does 
not  put  them  to  their  formedon,  and  their  right  to  enter  is 
in  no  wise  barred  The  statute  of  James,  indeed,  took 
away  the  remedy  by  action;  but  the  right  was  not  a£Pected 
until  the  recent  statute  of  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  which  declares 
that,  for  the  future,  when  the  remedy  is  gone,  the  right 
shall  cease  also.  Therefore,  although  George  Woodroffe, 
for  the  reasons  already  adverted  to,  was  not  remitted  to  his 
estate  tail,  that  was  for  reasons  merely  personal  to  himself, 
and  had  no  effect  in  keeping  alive  the  title  imder  the  base 
fee  against  the  remitter,  further  than  his  personal  disquali- 
fication extended.  The  next  issue  might  still  be  remitted. 
If  a  stranger  had  been  in  possession  for  twenty  years,  the 
only  consequence  would  be  that  William  would  have  been 
precluded  from  his  adverse  remedy  by  action;  the  right 
would  nevertheless  remain,  and  if  he  got  into  possession, 
he  would  be  remitted  nolens  volens ;  for  the  doctrine  of  the 
law  is,  that  remitter  shall  take  place  without  any  act  of 
the  party,  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  claim  under  the 
same  title.  Here  the  possession  up  to  1779  was  consistent 
with  either  title ;  the  recovery  suffered  by  George  was  void 
against  the  issue,  and  the  settlement  made  by  him  might 
take  effect  out  of  his  base  fee,  and  had  no  greater  effect 
against  the  issue  than  a  long  lease  granted  by  him  would 
have  had.  A  possession  under  such  circumstances,  how- 
ever long  it  continued,  could  never  have  operated  to  pre- 
vent the  person  next  entitled  from  entering  and  setting 
aside  the  base  fee.  Where  the  right  of  entry  has  been 
turned  by  the  operation  of  a  fine,  or  some  other  tortious 
conveyance,  into  a  right  of  action,  which  has  accrued  to 
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Exek,  of  Pleat,  the  successors  (as  evidently  was  the  case  in  Thlson  r.  Kage), 
^^^'  the  case  is  different ;  but  here  the  very  person  in  possession 
was  the  only  person  who  could  bring  an  action ;  and  not 
being  able  to  sue  himself^  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  fi^ct 
of  his  bringing  an  action  could  have  no  effect  upon  the  title. 
Such  a  possession  was  not  at  variance  with  the  seisin  under 
the  estate  tail^  which  might  run  on  uninterruptedly^  al- 
though the  possession  was  justified  by  the  covenant  to  stand 
seised^  and  the  base  fee  created  thereby. 

It  has  been  contended^  however,  that  William  also  was 
not  remitted,  because  he  came  in  under  thewillof  Oeorg^ 
and  which,  it  is  alleged,  took  effect  under  the  Statute  of 
Uses,  for  that  the  will  created  an  estate  which,  at  common 
law,  would  have  been  a  legal  fee  in  the  trustees,  and  be- 
came executed  in  WiUiam  only  by  the  operation  of  the 
statute.  But  it  is  submitted,  that  if  the  trustees  took.any 
estate,  the  sole  object  of  the  gift  to  them  being  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  annuity,  they  would  take  it  only  while 
the  annuity  subsisted,  and  that  the  devise  to  William  ope- 
rated altogether  as  a  legal  devise.  Even  if  that  were  not 
its  true  construction,  it  has  always  been  considered  the 
better  opinion,  that  a  will  in  no  case  operates  imder 
the  Statute  of  Uses ;  see  1  Sanders  on  Uses,  195 ;  But- 
ler's Notes  to  Co.  Litt.  272.  a.  note  viii;  1  Sugden  on 
Powers,  172.  The  reasons  generally  assigned  for  this 
position  are,  first,  that  the  Statute  of  Uses,  having  pass- 
ed before  the  Statute  of  Wills,  cannot  be  presumed  to 
have  referred  to  an  instrument  of  which  a  party  had  at 
that  time  no  power  (without  a  custom)  to  make  use;  and 
secondly,  that  the  main  object  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  was 
to  give  the  courts  of  law  jurisdiction  over  equitable  estates, 
which  the  complicated  mode  of  settlement  by  use  enabled 
parties  to  create;  but  this  was  unnecessary  with  respect  to 
wills,  because,  in  all  cases  where,  before  the  Statute  of 
Wills,  they  were  operative  by  custom,  the  courts  had  been 
in  the  habit  of  regarding  their  language  with  indulgence, 
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and  holding  that  the  estates  created  by  them  did  not  re-  Btek.  of  Pleas, 

1842 
quire  the  strict  formal  terms  of  the  common  law,  but  that  ^ 

effect  was  rather  to  be  given  to  the  intention  than  to  the  ^^^ 
mere  words  of  the  testator;  and  therefore,  a  gift  to  the  Danibll 
use  of  a  person  by  will  was  held  to  vest  the  estate  in  him.  woodkoppr. 
Again,  the  difficulty  and  inconvenience  which  would  arise 
upon  a  gift  to  A.  to  the  use  of  B.,  as  to  the  vesting  of  the 
legal  estate  in  the  event  of  A/s  death  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,  has  been  assigned  as  another  reason  for  holding 
such  a  devise  to  operate  as  a  direct  gift  at  common  law.  For 
these  reasons,  therefore,  William  Billinghurst  was  remitta- 
ble ;  being  so,  he  was  remitted,  and  became  tenant  in  tail 
with  all  its  consequences.  One  consequence  was,  that  he  was 
in  a  situation  to  suffer  a  good  recovery  of  his  own  moiety, 
and  in  1814  he  did  so.  If  the  effect  of  that  recovery  could 
have  been  to  defeat  the  interest  of  any  person  who  had  a 
right  against  him  by  contract,  bs  a  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  a  mortgagee,  &c.  it  would  undoubtedly  have 
gone  to  confirm  their  assurances;  but  here  there  was  no 
question  of  adverse  title;  the  parties  under  the  will  of 
George  took  purely  as  volunteers;  and  William  was  imder 
no  obligation,  because  he  had  taken  a  benefit  under  the  will, 
to  confirm  his  sister's  title  under  it.  There  was  nothing 
which>  in  a  court  of  law,  so  bound  him  as  that  the  operation 
of  his  recovery  must  be  to  confirm  that  title.  Therefore 
the  express  uses  of  the  recovery-deed  took  effect,  and  the 
consequence  is  that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  entitled 
as  to  that  moiety.  And  their  title  is  equally  complete  as 
to  the  other  moiety,  because  William,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  was  in  possession  for  the  benefit  of  his  coparceners, 
and  was  remitted  so  as  to  set  up  the  interests  of  all  who 
could  claim  under  the  estate  tail.  And  the  lapse  of  time 
from  1790  to  1818  makes  no  difference  in  the  case,  be- 
cause there  was  nobody  who  could  be  prejudiced  thereby. 
But  even  supposing  that  William,  if  he  had  been  sued, 
might  have  availed  himself  of  the  lapse  of  time,  yet  nobody 
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Exeh.  rf  pUm,  is  bound  to  avail  himself  of  the  Statute  of  Lixnitations;  and 

the  fact  of  Mrs.  Maitland's  concurrence  being  required  to 
the  recovery^  clearly  shews  that  he  did  not  consider  hit 
possession  adverse  as  against  her.  Since  the  recent  sta- 
tute^ indeed,  it  must  certainly  be  taken  that  the  pooacimoa 
of  a  parcener  is  adverse  against  his  coparcener ;  but  hoe 
j  the  twenty  years  had  run  out  before  the  passing  of  the 

statute,  and  the  cases  of  Doe  d.  TJiompson  v.  T^on^mm{M)f 
and  Nepean  v.  Doe  d.  Knight  (6),  are  authorities  to  shew 
that  it  does  not  apply  to  antecedent  transactions^  whidk 
had  been  completed  before  its  passing.  William  Wood* 
roffe  had  the  right,  after  the  twenty  years  had  elapsed,  to 
abandon  all  the  effect  of  his  possession  as  being  adverse  to 
his  coparceners,  and  he  did  so  by  suffering  the  recovery  of 
a  moiety  only  in  1814,  and  by  his  concorrenoe  in  the 
recovery  of  1818.  The  recitals  in  the  deeds  mentioned  in 
the  case  are  merely  unimportant  statements  of  fSEU^ts,  bind- 
ing nobody;  the  only  question  is,  was  there  anything  ii 
the  previous  deeds  to  bar  the  co-heirs  from  claiming  under 
the  estate  tail,  as  they  must  be  taken  to  have  done  by  the 

recovery  of  1818? 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  pronounced  by 

RoLFE,  B.— This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which  s 
verdict  had  been  found  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  sub- 
ject to  a  special  case ;  from  which  it  appears  that,  by  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release,  dated  5th  and  6th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1710,  George  Woodroffe,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the 
lands  in  question,  conveyed  them  to  the  use  of  himself  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  brother,  Robert 
Woodroffe,  and  Hester  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies,  with  remainder  to   the  use  of  the  said  Robert 

(fl)  6  Ad.  &  E.  721 ;  1  N.  &  P.  657.  (b)  2  M.  &  W.  894. 
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Woodroffe  in  fee.    It  may  be  a8  well  to  state  at  onoe,  Am*.  ^  pimi, 
that  we  think  it  quite  clear  that  by  this  settlement 
Bobert  and  Hester  became  tenants  in  tail  special^  subject 
to  the  prior  estate  of  George  the  settlor^  and  his  issue.    It 
was  indeed  attempted  to  be  argued,  though  not  yery  con- 
fidently, that  inasmuch  as  the  settlement  purported  to  be 
made  in  pursuance  of  articles  entered  into  preriously  to 
the  marriage  of  Bobert  and  Hester,  therefore,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  settlement,  Bobert  and 
Hester  must  be  taken  to  be  tenants  for  life  only,  with  re- 
mainder to  their  issue  in  tul.    Such,  it  was  said,  would  be 
the  construction  put  on  the  articles  by  a  court  of  equity, 
and  the  same  construction  must,  therefore,  be  given  to  the 
deed  which  purports  to  carry  those  articles  into  effect. 
But  there  is  no  weight  in  that  argument.    The  artides 
were  not  produced,  so4;hat  their  exact  construction  cannot 
be  ascertained;  but  even  if  it  could  have  been  rendered 
dear  to  demonstration  that  the  settlement  was  not  such 
as  a  court  of  equity  would  have  directed,  still  that  cannot 
affect  its  legal  construction.    It  is  certain  that,  at  law,  an 
estate  to  a  man  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies, 
is  an  estate  in  tail  special,  whether  that  be  <»*  be  not 
the  estate  which  a  court  of  equity  would  have  directed. 
Heneage  v.  HurUoke  (a).    This  is  a  point  which  admits  of 
no  doubt.     [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  other  facts  of 
the  case.]     Under  these  circumstances,  the  present  eject- 
ment has  been  brought  on  deouses  from  the  mortgagees, 
or  persons  deriving  title  under  them,  and  from  Mr.  Mait* 
land;  and  the  question  for  our  dedsion  is,  whether,  under 
any  of  these  demises,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion  on  this  point, 
the  most  satisfactory  course  will  be  to  trace  the  title  firom 
the  settlement  in  1710,  by  virtue  of  which  Hester,  the 
widow  of  Bobert,  became,  in  1713,  tenant  in  tail  in  pos* 

(0)  2  Atk.  466. 

VOL.  X.  T  T  M.  W. 
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Exeh,  of  PktUf  session^  and  to  see  how  it  has  been  from  time  to  time  afl 
1842,  fected  by  the  different  facts  and  documents  relied  on  bf 
the  one  party  and  the  other.  The  first  question  wiU  be^ 
what  was  the  effect  of  the  deed-poll  executed  by  Hester  in 
1730.  We  agree  with  the  coimsel  for  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff^  that  we  must  consider  that  deed  to  have  been  in 
truth  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses,  and  that  its  effect 
was  to  create  a  base  fee  in  Geoi^,  the  son  of  HesteTj 
liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  subsequent  entry  of  the  issue 
in  tail.  We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  state  the  argu- 
ment on  which  we  rely,  as  leading  to  this  conclusion :  it  is 
enough  to  say,  that  the  point  was  expressly  decided  in 
MacheU  v.  Clarke,  and  to  Lord  HoWs  reasoning  in  that 
case  we  entirely  subscribe.  George  Woodroffe  having 
thus  acquired  a  base  fee,  survived  Hester  his  mother,  and 
continued  seised  until  his  death,  which  happened  in  1779. 
There  can  be  no  question  but  that,  on  the  death  of  G^oi^ 
the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst,  his  nephew,  and  Hester  Caver- 
ley,  his  sister,  who  had  become  heirs  of  the  bodies  of 
Robert  and  Hester,  might  have  entered  on  the  lands,  and 
so  defeated  the  title  of  the  parties  claiming  imder  the  will 
of  George.  Tins,  however,  they  omitted  to  do ;  and  on 
the  death  of  George,  the  trustees  named  in  his  will  for 
securing  the  payment  of  the  annuity  to  the  nephew  for  his 
life,  entered,  and  continued  in  possession  until  the  month 
of  October,  1790,  when  William,  the  great  nephew,  who 
at  that  time  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  entered 
on  the  whole  of  the  property.  Now  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst,  the  nephew  of  George,  died 
during  the  minority  of  his  son  William,  the  devisee,  and, 
therefore,  when  WiUiam  the  devisee  so  entered  in  October, 
1790,  he  was  himself  one  of  the  co-heirs  in  tail  of  Bobert 
and  Hester;  and  the  question  in  the  case  mainly  turns  on 
the  effect  of  this  entry.  On  the  part  of  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  contended  that  the  effect  was  to  destroy  the 
base  fee  altogether,  and  to  set  up  the  entail,  as  if  the  deed 


HICHAELMA8   TERM,  6  VICT.  681 

in  1735  had  never  been  executed.    On  the  part  of  the    ^«*-  ofPUa*, 

1842. 
defendant^  it  was  contended  that  it  had  no  such  effect ; 

that  whatever  title  George  had  under  the  entail,  he  had 
certainly  a  base  fee  under  the  deed  of  1735,  upon  which 
his  will  operated,  and  that  the  entry  of  William,  the  great 
nephew,  must  be  referred  wholly  to  his  title  as  devisee 
under  that  will ;  first,  because  such  was  plainly  his  mean- 
ing and  intention,  and  secondly,  because  all  right  of  entry 
in  William  as  tenant  in  tail,  had  been  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  it  must,  we  think,  be 
considered  as  clear,  that  when  William  entered  in  October 
1790,  he  did  so  as  simply  claiming  under  the  will,  and  in 
entire  ignorance  that  he  had  any  other  title  than  as  devi- 
see. The  facts  seem  clearly  to  shew,  that  from  the  year 
1735,  all  parties  supposed  George  to  have  acquired  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee-simple,  and  William  must  have 
intended  to  take  possession  by  virtue  of  his  title  derived 
from  the  devise  of  that  fee.  The  subsequent  acts  of  Wil- 
liam, up  to  the  year  1814,  all  strongly  tend  to  confirm  this 
view  of  the  case,  and  to  shew  that  he  originally  took  and 
afterwards  retained  possession,  meaning  to  claim  and  hold 
the  whole  as  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  of  George,  his 
great  uncle.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  intention  of  the 
party  is  material  in  shewing  what  was  the  legal  effect  of 
the  entry,  we  think  the  defendant  is  clearly  right.  But 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  intention  was  wholly  immate- 
rial, and  that  the  effect  of  the  entry  must  be  ascertained 
Ti]X)n  legal  principles,  irrespective  of  the  motives  or  mean- 
ing of  the  party  by  whom  the  entry  was  made.  Where  a 
party  having  a  right  of  entry  enters,  it  is  not  competent  to 
bim  to  repudiate  any  rights  he  may  possess,  and  to  say  he 
has  entered  as  a  trespasser,  or  by  some  other  than  his  real 
title.  As  soon  as  he  has  entered,  he  is  possessed,  whether 
he  will  or  no,  by  virtue  of  every  title  which  he  had  in  him, 
and  which  he  could  assert  by  entry.    Littleton,  in  hia 
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Uje  afT3M«  ix  tie  jccaeci  caie,  notvithstmnding  his  acts  ii- 
iTV'i-rW.r  tbd  be  Tpmni  to  take  nnder  the  deed  and  reooreiy 
of  17S5.  az»d  ii£«  73>dcr  the  entail,  all  of  which  acta  vcf^ 
in  the  ia=:rssaee  of  lirdeton.  nothing  to  the  purpose. 

Bm  it  was  cciDtended  bjr  the  Sofics/or-Genemi^  on  1«- 
ha}f  of  the  defendant,  secoDdhr,  that  William  Billingbiint 
had  no  right  of  entry  in  1790  in  respect  of  the  estate  tsil» 
for  that  the  right  which  he,  or  his  fiither,  through  whomk 
claimed,  once  had,  was  before  that  time  barred  bjihe 
Statute  of  Limitations.     This  depends  on  the  qnestioB, 
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whether^  in  calculating  the  twenty  years  within  which  the  Rteh,  of  Pteas, 
entry  must  be  made,  we  are  to  calculate  from  1767,  when 
Hester  the  mother  died,  or  from  1779,  when  George  the 
testator  died;  if  from  the  former,  the  argument  of  the 
SolicUor-General  is  good;  if  from  the  latter,  it  is  bad.  wooDioni. 
Upon  this  point  we  are  all  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  is  from 
the  year  1779,  and  not  from  the  year  1767,  that  the  calcu- 
lation must  be  made.  The  language  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  is,  "  that  no  person  shall  make 
an  entry  into  any  lands,''  &c.  but  within  twenty  years  next 
after  his  right  or  title  shall  hereafter  first  descend  or  accrue 
to  the  same.''  The  argument  of  the  Solicitor-General  was, 
that  the  right  or  title  of  entry,  in  the  present  case,  first 
descended  or  accrued  on  the  death  of  Hester,  the  tenant 
in  tail,  in  1767;  but  this  is  not  so.  George,  by  the  recovery 
of  1736,  estopped  himself  from  ever  setting  up  the  estate 
tail.  That  recovery,  though  void  as  against  the  issue  in 
tail,  was  binding  on  him ;  he  could  never  afterwards  make 
an  entry,  so  as  to  assert  a  title  inconsistent  with  the  re- 
covery ;  and  consequently  he  did  not,  by  the  death  of  his 
mother,  acquire  any  right  of  entry  whatever.  No  right  or 
title  of  entry  occurred  to  any  person,  enabling  such  person 
to  defeat  the  base  fee,  until  the  death  of  George  in  1779, 
when  such  right  first  accrued  to  the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst 
and  Ann  Walker,  the  then  tenants  in  taiL  If,  indeed, 
George  had  not  suffered  the  recovery  in  1735,  nor  done 
sny  other  act  operating  against  him  as  an  estoppel,  the 
argument  of  the  Solicitor-General^  that  the  right  or  title  of 
entry  first  descended  or  accrued  in  1767,  would  have  been 
well  founded;  but  in  that  case  the  right  of  entry  accruing 
to  George  (as  is  plain  both  on  principle  and  authority) 
would,  by  the  doctrine  of  remitter,  have  converted  his  de* 
ficasible  seisin  under  the  deed  poll  of  1736,  into  an  inde- 
feasible seisin,  as  tenant  in  tail  under  the  original  settle- 
ment; for  where  a  party,  in  possession  of  land  under  a 
defeasible  title,  acquires  a  right  to  assert  an  older  and 


684  CASKS  nr  ths  KzcaEQcsB, 

Eseh.  •f  PkMs,  better  title,  not  bj  meikm,  but  bjr  arfry,  tbem  ■t'*^**?  tkr 

circnmntanfe  of  his  hmTing  aoqinred  die  foamtmaiaa  of  kk 

own  voluntary  act,  nor  of  his  harin^  eome  in  amler  a  eQ»- 

!  Davibll      Teyanoe  operating  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  will  ptnait  the 

application  of  the  doctrine  al  remitter.  Littleton,  693,  nd 
two  preceding  sections ;  i4iioiiyMO«f,  3  Leon.  9S.  I^tiiere> 
fore,  George  had  not  been  affected  bjr  an  eatoppd,  thea, 
on  the  death  of  his  mother,  he  would  have  become  tenant  ia 
tail  in  possession;  and  on  Us  death  in  1779,  a  new  right  of 
entry  would  have  accrued  to  the  issue  in  taiL  In  efoy 
view  of  the  case,  therefore,  it  is  finom  the  latter  date,  sad 
not  from  the  death  of  Hester  in  1767,  that  the  period  of 
twenty  years  allowed  by  the  statute  is  to  be  caknhrtrf. 
The  right  of  entry  having  thus  first  aocroed  in  1779,  sad 
entry  having  been  duly  made  eleven  years  idterwards  by 
William  Woodroffe,  one  of  the  co-heirs  in  tail,  in  1790^  en 
the  entirety  of  the  estate,  and  he  having  continued 
of  the  entirety  until  his  decease  in  1824,  it  becomes 
cessary  to  consider  what  was  the  predse  legal  effect  of  hk 
entry,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  moiety  of  Mrs.  Walker,  de 
other  co-heir  in  tail.  It  certainly  either  had  the  effect  of 
restoring  the  seisin,  so  as  to  make  her,  and  after  her  desth 
her  daughter,  Mrs.  Maitland,  tenants  in  tail  in  possessioo, 
as  co-parceners  with  him;  or  else  his  entiy,  with  the  sob* 
sequent  continued  possession,  was,  as  to  that  moiety,  aa 
actual  ouster  of  the  other  co-heirs,  so  as  to  give  him  a  tide 
against  her  by  adverse  possession,  making  him,  as  to  this 
moiety,  tenant  in  fee-simple  by  wrong.  In  either  caK^ 
the  estate  was  effectually  conveyed  to  the  mortgagees  bj 
the  deeds  and  assurances  of  1816  and  1818,  in  which  Mr. 
Woodroffe  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maitland  all  concurred,  so  si 
to  pass  their  rights,  whatever  they  were,  to  the  mortgagees. 
For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  arc  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Woodroffe  in  fee.  It  may  be  as  well  to  state  at  once,  Egeh,  of  puob, 
that  we  think  it  quite  clear  that  by  this  settlement 
Robert  and  Hester  became  tenants  in  tail  special,  subject 
to  the  prior  estate  of  George  the  settlor,  and  his  issue.  It 
was  indeed  attempted  to  be  argued,  though  not  very  con- 
fidently, that  inasmuch  as  the  settlement  purported  to  be 
made  in  pursuance  of  articles  entered  into  previously  to 
the  marriage  of  Robert  and  Hester,  therefore,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  settlement,  Robert  and 
Hester  must  be  taken  to  be  tenants  for  life  only,  with  re- 
mainder to  their  issue  in  tail.  Such,  it  was  said,  would  be 
the  construction  put  on  the  articles  by  a  court  of  equity, 
and  the  same  construction  must,  therefore,  be  given  to  the 
deed  which  purports  to  carry  those  articles  into  effect. 
But  there  is  no  weight  in  that  argument.  The  articles 
were  not  produced,  so  that  their  exact  construction  cannot 
be  ascertained;  but  even  if  it  could  have  been  rendered 
dear  to  demonstration  that  the  settlement  was  not  such 
as  a  court  of  equity  would  have  directed,  still  that  cannot 
affect  its  legal  construction.  It  is  certain  that,  at  law,  an 
estate  to  a  man  and  his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies, 
is  an  estate  in  tail  special,  whether  that  be  or  be  not 
the  estate  which  the  court  of  equity  would  have  directed. 
Heneage  v.  Hurdoke  (a).  This  is  a  point  which  admits 
of  no  doubt.  [His  Lordship  then  stated  the  other  facts 
of  the  case.]  Under  these  circumstances  the  present 
ejectment  had  been  brought  on  demises  from  the  mort- 
gagees, or  persons  deriving  title  under  them,  and  from 
Mr.  Maitland;  and  the  question  for  oiur  decision  is, 
whether,  under  any  of  these  demises,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion  on  this  point, 
the  most  satisfactory  course  will  be  to  trace  the  title  firom 

(a)  2  Atk.  456. 
VOL.  X.  T  T*  M.  W. 
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Sneh.  tf  PUa»,  the  Settlement  in  1710^  by  yirtue  of  whick  Hester,  the 

widow  of  Robert,  became,  in  1713,  tenant  in  tail  in  pos- 
session, and  to  see  how  it  has  been  from  time  to  time  af- 
fected by  the  different  facts  and  documents  relied  on  by 
the  one  party  and  the  other.  The  first  question  will  be, 
what  was  the  effect  of  the  deed-poll  executed  by  Hester  in 
1730.  We  agree  with  the  counsel  fcnr  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  we  must  consider  that  deed  to  have  been  in 
truth  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  use^,  and  that  its  effect 
was  to  create  a  base  fee  in  G^rge,  the  son  of  Hester, 
liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  subsequent  entry  of  the  issue 
in  tail  We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  state  the  argu- 
ment on  which  we  rely,  as  leading  to  this  conclusion :  it  is 
enough  to  say,  that  the  point  was  expressly  decided  in 
MacheU  v.  Clarke^  and  to  Lord  HoWa  reasoning  in  that 
case  we  entirely  subscribe. 

George  Woodroffe  having  thus  acquired  a  base  fee, 
survived  Hester  his  mother,  and  continued  seised  until 
his  death,  which  happened  in  1779.  There  can  be  no 
question  but  that,  on  the  death  of  George,  the  Rev.  W. 
Billinghurst,  his  nephew,  and  Hester  Caverley,  his  sister, 
who  had  become  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  Robert  and 
Hester,  might  have  entered  on  the  lands,  and  so  de- 
feated the  title  of  the  parties  claiming  under  the  will  of 
George.  This,  however,  they  omitted  to  do;  and  on 
the  death  of  George,  the  trustees  named  in  his  will  for 
securing  the  payment  of  the  annuity  to  the  nephew  for  his 
life,  entered,  and  continued  in  possession  until  the  month 
of  October,  1790,  when  William,  the  great  nephew,  who 
at  that  time  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  entered 
on  the  whole  of  the  property.  Now  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst,  the  nephew  of  George,  died 
during  the  minority  of  his  son  William,  the  devisee,  aud, 
therefore,  when  William  the  devisee  so  entered  in  October, 
1790,  he  was  himself  one  of  the  co-heirs  in  tail  of  Robert 
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and  Hester;  and  the  question  in  the  case  mainly  turns  on  **«*•  ^  '*'•«*• 
the  effect  of  this  entry. 

On  the  part  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
contended  that  the  effect  was  to  destroy  the  base  fee 
altogether,  and  to  set  up  the  entail,  as  if  the  deed 
of  1735  had  never  been  executed.  On  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  it  was  contended  that  it  had  no  such  effect; 
that  whatever  title  George  had  under  the  entail,  he  had 
certainly  a  base  fee  under  the  deed  of  1735,  upon  which 
his  will  operated,  and  that  the  entry  of  William,  the  great 
nephew,  must  be  referred  wholly  to  his  title  as  devisee 
under  that  will;  first,  because  such  was  plainly  his  mean- 
ing and  intention,  and  secondly,  because  all  right  of  entry 
in  William  as  tenant  in  tail,  had  been  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  it  must,  we  think,  be 
considered  as  clear,  that  when  William  entered  in  October 
1790,  he  did  so  as  claiming  simply  under  the  will,  and  in 
entire  ignorance  that  he  had  any  other  title  than  as  devi- 
see. The  facts  seem  clearly  to  shew,  that  from  the  year 
1735,  all  parties  supposed  George  to  have  acquired  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee-simple,  and  William  must  have 
intended  to  take  possession  by  virtue  of  his  title  derived 
from  the  devise  of  that  fee.  The  subsequent  acts  of 
William,  up  to  the  year  1814,  all  strongly  tend  to  confirm 
this  view  of  the  case,  and  to  shew  that  he  originally  took 
and  afterwards  retained  possession,  meaning  to  claim 
and  hold  the  whole  as  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  of 
George,  his  great  uncle.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  inten- 
tion of  the  party  is  material  in  shewing  what  was  the 
legal  effect  of  the  entry,  we  think  the  defendant  is  clearly 
right. 

But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  intention  was  wholly  im- 
material, and  that  the  effect  of  the  entry  must  be  ascer- 
tained upon  legal  principles,  irrespective  of  the  motives  or 

T  t2* 
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Bsch.  of  Pieoi,   meaning  of  the  party  by  -whom  the  entry  was  made.  Where 

a  party  having  a  right  of  entry  enters^  it  is  not  competent 
to  him  to  repudiate  any  rights  he  may  possess,  and  to  say  he 
has  entered  as  a  trespasser,  or  by  some  other  than  his  real 
title.  As  soon  as  he  has  entered,  he  is  possessed,  whether 
he  will  or  no,  by  virtue  of  every  title  which  he  had  in  him, 
and  which  he  could  assert  by  entry.  Littleton,  in  his 
695th  section,  puts  this  case : — ''  It  a  man  be  disseised,  and 
the  disseisor  let  the  land  by  deed-poll,  or  without  deed,  for 
a  number  of  years,  by  which  the  disseisee  entereth,  this 
entry  is  a  remitter  to  the  disseisee.  For  in  such  case, 
where  the  entry  of  a  man  is  congeable,  and  a  lease  is  made 
to  him,  albeit  that  he  claims  by  words  in  pais,  that  he  hath 
estate  by  force  of  such  lease,  or  saith  openly  that  he  claims 
eth  nothing  in  the  land  bid  by  force  of  such  lease,  yet 
this  is  a  remitter  to  him,  for  that  such  disclaimer  in  pais 
is  nothing  to  the  purpose.^'  The  case  put  by  Littleton  iir 
precisely  similar  to  the  present,  assuming  that  William 
BiUinghurst  the  devisee  had  a  right  to  enter  as  tenant  in 
tail.  In  the  case  put  by  Littleton,  the  disseisee  had  by 
force  of  the  lease  a  right  of  entry,  but  his  entry  was  aUo 
congeable ;  that  is,  he  had  also  a  right  of  entry  under  an 
older  and  better  title;  namely,  in  respect  of  the  prior 
estate  and  interest  of  which  he  had  been  disseised  by  the 
party  granting  him  the  lease.  So  here,  William  the  devi- 
see had  a  right  to  enter  for  an  estate  during  his  own  life, 
to  take  effect  out  of  the  base  fee.  We  assume,  for  the 
purpose  of  the  present  argument,  that  he  had  also  a  right 
to  enter  and  defeat  the  base  fee  altogether,  by  virtue  of 
his  older  and  better  title  as  tenant  in  tail.  The  entry  in 
the  case  put  by  Littleton  operated  to  restore  the  party 
entering  to  his  older  and  better  title,  notwithstanding 
his  disclaimer ;  and  a  similar  result  followed  the  entry  of 
William  the  devisee  in  the  present  case,  notwithstanding 
his  acts  indicating  that  he  meant  to  take  under  the  deed 
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and  recovery  of  1735,  and  not  nnder  the  entail,  all  of  Exeh.  of  PUm», 
which  acts  were,  in  the  language  of  Littleton,  '*  nothing  to  '  - 

the  purpose.'*  ^o« 

a. 

The  correctness  of  this  doctrine  may,  perhaps,  be  made  Danibll 
more  clear,  by  considering  how  the  case  would  have  been,  woodroffb. 
if  William  the  devisee  had  died  without  doing  any  act  to 
bar  the  entail,  and  had  left  issue  an  only  daughter.  That 
daughter  would  have  been  inheritable  under  the  entail, 
but  would  have  had  no  claim  under  the  will ;  and  if  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  right  to  the  estate  had  arisen  between  her 
and  the  present  defendant,  all  that  she  could  have  been 
called  on  to  shew  would  have  been,  the  creation  of  the  es- 
tate tail,  its  continuance  down  to  the  period  when  her 
father  entered,  in  1790,  and  his  entry  and  possession  up 
to  his  death.  Could  it  possibly  have  been  an  answer  to 
such  a  case  to  shew,  that  when  her  father  entered,  he  dis- 
claimed by  words  or  by  his  conduct  any  right  to  the  entail  ? 
To  any  such  defence  the  daughter  would  have  replied,  that 
she  claimed  per  formam  doni,  and  that  her  right  was  not 
barred  by  the  act  of  any  of  her  ancestors,  other  than  a 
fine  or  recovery.  And  in  such  a  contest  she  must  have 
been  successful. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  assuming 
William  Billinghurst  to  have  had  a  right  to  enter  in  1790 
as  tenant  in  tail,  his  entry  in  fact  at  that  time  made  him 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  whether  he  intended  it  to  have 
such  an  operation  or  not. 

But  it  was  contended  by  the  Solicitor-General,  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant,  secondly,  that  William  Billinghurst 
had  no  right  of  entry  in  1790  in  respect  of  the  estate  tail, 
for  that  the  right  which  he,  or  his  father,  through  whom 
he  claimed,  once  had,  was  before  that  time  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  This  question  cannot  arise,  if,  as 
was  contended  by  Mr.  Hodgson,  the  Statute  of  Limitations 

applies  only  to  those  cases  where  the  contest  is,  whether  a 

* 
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Exch.  of  pum,  party  can  assert  a  right  by  entry^  and  not  where,  as  in  this 

'   ^    case,  the  party  has  lawfully  entered,  and  the  only  point  i« 

Do»         as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  entry.    We  will  however  as* 

Danibll      some  that  the  statute  is  applicable  to  the  one  case  as  well  as 

WoooROFFB.  *^  ^^®  other ;  and  then  the  argument  of  the  Soliciior-GeH' 
eral,  as  to  this  branch  of  it,  will  depend  on  the  question, 
whether,  in  calculating  the  twenty  years  within  which  the 
entry  must  be  made,  we  are  to  calculate  from  1767, 
when  Hester  the  mother  died,  or  from  1779,  when 
George  the  testator  died ;  if  from  the  former,  the  argu- 
ment of  the  Solicitor' General  is  good;  if  from  the  latter, 
it  is  bad. 

We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  is  from  the  year 
1779,  and  not  from  the  year  1767,  that  the  calculation 
must  be  made.  The  language  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, 21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  is,  ''that  no  person  shall  make  an 
entry  into  any  lands,  &c.  but  within  twenty  years  next 
after  his  right  or  title  which  shall  hereafter  first  descend  or 
accrue  to  the  same.''  The  argument  of  the  Soliciior-Gene' 
ral  was,  that  the  right  or  title  of  entry,  in  the  present  case, 
first  descended  or  accrued  on  the  death  of  Hester,  the  tenant 
in  tail,  in  1767 ;  but  this  is  not  so.  George,  by  the  recovery 
of  1735,  estopped  himself  from  ever  setting  up  the  estate 
tail.  That  recovery,  though  void  as  against  the  issue  in 
tail,  was  binding  on  him ;  he  could  never  afterwards  make 
an  entry,  so  as  to  assert  a  title  inconsistent  with  the  re- 
covery ;  and  consequently  he  did  not,  by  the  death  of  his 
mother,  acquire  any  right  of  entry  whatever.  No  right  or 
title  of  entry  accrued  to  any  person,  enabhng  such  person 
to  defeat  the  base  fee,  until  the  death  of  George  in  1779, 
when  such  right  first  accrued  to  the  Rev.  W.  Billinghurst 
and  Ann  Walker,  the  then  tenants  in  tail.  If,  indeed, 
George  had  not  suffered  the  recovery  in  1735,  nor  done  any 
other  act  operating  against  him  as  an  estoppel,  then  the 
argument  of  the  SoUciior- General,  that  the  right  or  title  of 
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entry  first  descended  or  accrned  in  1767,  would  have  been  Bxeh.  ofPhatt 
well  founded;  but  in  that  case  the  right  of  entry  accruing  ^  '^  ' 
to  George  (as  is  plain  both  on  principle  and  authority) 
would,  by  the  doctrine  of  remitter,  hare  converted  his  de- 
feasible seisin  under  the  deed  poll  of  1785,  into  an  inde« 
feasible  seisin,  as  tenant  in  tail  under  the  original  settle- 
ment ;  for  where  a  party,  in  possession  of  land  under  a 
defeasible  title,  acquires  a  right  to  assert  an  older  and 
better  title,  not  by  action,  but  by  entry,  then  neither  the 
circumstance  of  his  having  acquired  the  possession  of  his 
own  voluntary  act,  nor  of  his  having  come  in  under  a  con- 
veyance operating  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  will  prevent  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  remitter.  Littleton,  693, 
and  two  preceding  sections;  Anonymous,  3  Leon.  93. 
If,  therefore,  George  had  not  been  affected  by  an  estoppel, 
then,  on  the  death  of  his  mother,  he  would  have  become 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession;  and  on  his  death  in  1779,  a 
new  right  of  entry  would  have  accrued  to  the  issue  in  tail. 
In  every  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  it  is  from  the  latter 
date,  and  not  from  the  death  of  Hester  in  1767,  that  the 
period  of  twenty  years  allowed  by  the  statute  is  to  be 
calculated. 

The  right  of  entry  having  thus  first  accrued  in  1776,  and 
entry  having  been  duly  made  eleven  years  afterwards  by 
William  Woodroffe,  one  of  the  co-heirs  in  tail,  in  1790,  on 
the  entirety  of  the  estate,  and  he  having  continued  seised 
of  the  entirety  until  his  decease  in  1824,  it  becomes  unne- 
cessary to  consider  what  was  the  precise  legal  effect  of  his 
entry,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  moiety  of  Mrs.  Walker,  the 
other  co-heir  in  tail.  It  certainly  either  had  the  effect  of 
restoring  her  seisin,  so  as  to  make  her,  and  after  her  death 
her  daughter,  Mrs.  Maitland,  tenant  in  tail  in  possession, 
as  co-parceners  with  William  Woodroffe,  formerly  Billing- 
hurst,  by  whom  the  entry  was  made;  or  else  his  entry, 
with  the  subsequent  continued  possession,  was,  as  to  that 
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Exch.  of  PUast  moietj^  an  actual  ouster  of  the  other  co-heir^  so  as  to  gin 

him  a  title  against  her  by  adverse  possession^  making  hini] 
as  to  this  moiety^  tenant  in  fee-simple  by  wrong.  In  eithei 
case^  the  estate  was  effectually  conveyed  to  the  mortgageei 
by  the  deeds  and  assurances  of  1816  and  1818,  in  whicb 
Mr.  Woodroffe  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maitland  all  concurred^ 
so  as  to  pass  their  rights,  whatever  they  were,  to  the  mort- 
gagees. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  deriving  title  from  'William  Wood- 
roffe and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maitland,  and  the  mortgagees,  an 
entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas t 
1842. 

Eden  v.  Turtle.  ^1^^^ 

Assumpsit  on  a  bUl  of  exchange,  drawn  by  one  J.  W.  Assumpsit  by 
Harrison  on  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  by  the  said  againstThrac- 
J.  W.  Harrison  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  cep^^'^f  *>»'»" 

*  of  exchange. 

pleaded,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  accepting  the  bill  in  Plea,  that  being 
question,  he  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  one  Julia  Main-  j.  m.,  he  the 
waring  in  the  sum  of  money  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and  there-  cepted*the  bill 
upon  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  drew  the  said  bill,  and  the  de-  and  delivered  it 

,  to  the  drawer 

fendant  accepted  the  same,  for  a  special  purpose  only,  that  for  a  special 
is  to  say,  that,  after  the  acceptance  of  the  said  bill  by  the  fha?u  might 
defendant,  and  after  his  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  J.  W.  }»«  discounted 

'  •^  by  him,  and 

Harrison,  and  before  the  same  should  become  due  and  pay-  the  proceeds 

able,  he  should  hold  the  same  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  in  satisfaction 

of  the  defendant,  and  should  get  the  same  discounted  for  Jhep*ea*thcn 

him,  and  that  upon  such  discounting  he  should  deliver  and  *^*'T*^  ''**^  .^ 

pay  the  proceeds  of  the  bill  to  the  said  Julia  Mainwaring,  the  bill  for  such 

in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  debt  so  due  from  pote,  and  for 

the  defendant  to  her,  and  not  otherwise :  and  the  defendant  and1bene"fit*of 

further  saith,  that  thereupon,  at  the  request  of  the  said  J.  W.  the  defendant. 

'  f      ^  ^  Replication, 

Hamnson,  and  before  the  said  bill  became  and  was  due  and  that  the  drawer 
payable,  he  then  accepted  the  said  bill  for  the  same  special  ii,e  bill  for  the 
purpose,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  that  at  the  like  request  of  ***^  ^q^^^^ 
the  said  J.  W.  Harrison,  he  the  defendant  delivered  the  same  for  the  sole  use 

.  .  and  benefit  of 

to  him,  who  then  received,  and  from  thence  until  the  de-  the  defendant: 
livery  thereof  to  the  banker  hereinafter  mentioned  held  the  ^^  traverse*' 
same  for  such  special  purpose  as  last  aforesaid,  and  for  the  ,^**  "*^^  ^***'^.  ^ 

^  ^      '^  '  ^  large,  as  it  did 

sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  not  otherwise ;  not  compel  the 
and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  last-mentioned  prove  more 
acceptance,  and  the  said  acceptance  in  the  declaration  men-  otS"r|i^j,e  bc^*^ 
tioned,  are  one  and  the  same  acceptance,  and  that,  except  bound  to  prove 

.         in  support  of 

as  aforesaid,  there  never  was  any  value  or  consideration  his  plea. 
whatever  given  for  the  acceptance  of  the  said  bill  by  the 
defendant,  or  for  the  payment  by  him  of  the  amount,  &c.; 
and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  afterwards,  and  before 

VOL.  X.  u  u  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  the  same  bill  became  due,  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  trans- 
^  ferred  the  same  bill  to  a  certain  banker  with  whom  he 
then  had  dealings  and  transactions  in  the  way  of  his  busi- 
ness of  a  banker,  who  then  received  the  said  bill,  and  gave 
credit  to  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  only  for  the  amount 
thereof:  and  the  defendant  avers,  that  the  said  last^men- 
tioned  transfer  was  made  against  good  faith,  and  contrary  to 
the  said  purpose  for  which  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  so  re- 
ceived and  held  the  said  bill  as  aforesaid,  and  without  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  defendant. — ^The  plea  then 
went  on  to  aver  a  presentment  of  the  bill  to  the  defendant 
when  at  maturity,  and  its  dishonour  by  him,  whereupon  the 
said  banker,  as  holder  of  the  bill,  returned  and  redelivered  it 
to  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison,  and  wholly  abandoned  all  his  right 
thereto,  and  all  his  claim  and  demand  in  respect  thereof  as 
such  transferee ;  and  that  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  then  re- 
ceived and  accepted  the  same  bill,  and  assented  to  such  aban* 
donment,  and  continued  to  hold  the  said  bill  from  that  time 
to  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  as  therein- 
after mentioned,  without  any  default  of  the  defendant.  It 
then  stated,  that  long  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  May, 
1842,  in  further  violation  of  good  faith,  contrary  to  the  said 
purpose  for  which  he  received  the  said  bill,  and  without  the 
defendant's  default,  knowledge,  or  consent,  or  that  of  the  said 
Julia  Mainwaring,  J.  W.  Harrison  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  received  the  said  bill 
from  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  for  the  first  time,  and  upon 
other  and  different  terms,  and  contrary  to  the  said  special 
purpose,  and  in  breach  and  violation  thereof,  to  wit,  under 
colour  of  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison, 
and  with  notice  that  the  bill  was  overdue,  &c. — ^Verification. 
Replication,  that  the  said  bill  was  not  made  or  drawn  by 
the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  upon  or  accepted  by  the  defendant^ 
nor  did  the  defendant  deliver  the  same  to  the  said  J.  W. 
Harrison,  nor  did  the  said  J.  W.  Harrison  receive  or  hold 
the  same,  for  the  said  special  purpose  in  the  plea  mentioned, 
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and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  defendant,  in  iSxe*.  qfPUat, 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged.  '  ^ 

To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  on         ^^^^ 
the  ground  that  the  traverse  in  the  replication  was  bad,  for       tubtlb. 
being  in  the  conjunctive  instead  of  the  disjunctive.  Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  traverse  is 
too  large,  being  in  the  conjunctive  instead  of  the  disjunc- 
tive. The  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  put  in  issue  that  the 
bill  was  given  for  a  special  purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use 
and  benefit  of  the  defendant,  as  by  that  mode  of  pleading 
he  puts  the  defendant  to  prove  more  than  he  would  other- 
wise be  compelled  to  prove.  The  replication  ought  to  have 
traversed  those  allegations  in  the  disjunctive.  In  Stephen 
on  Pleading,  274  (a),  it  is  said,  "  A  traverse  may  be  too 
large  by  being  taken  in  the  coryuncUve  instead  of  the  dis- 
juncHve,  where  it  is  not  material  that  the  allegation  travers- 
ed should  be  proved  conjunctively,^'  for  which  the  author 
cites  Gorarn  v.  Sweeting  (A).  In  Moore  v.  Boulcott  (c),  where 
the  plea  was  that  the  bill  was  for  work  done  at  law  and 
in  equity,  a  replication  that  the  bill  was  not  for  work  and 
labour  at  law  and  in  equity,  was  held  to  be  ill.  So,  in 
Stubbs  V.  Lainson  {d),  where  the  declaration  alleged  that 
the  sheriff  seized  and  took  in  execution  and  levied  certain 
goods,  a  plea  that  the  defendant  did  not  seize  and  levy  was 
held  bad,  as  the  traverse  ought  to  have  been  in  the  dis- 
junctive. Here  the  plea  is,  that  the  bill  was  drawn  and 
accepted  for  a  special  purpose,  and  that  Harrison  held  it 
for  such  special  purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit 
of  the  defendant;  and  the  replication  is,  that  he  did  not 
hold  the  bill  for  the  special  purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use 
and  benefit  of  the  defendant,  which  clearly  brings  it  within 
the  authorities  cited. 

(a)  4th  edit.  (c)  1  Bing.  N.  C. 323  ;1  Scott,  123. 

(6)  2  Saund.  205.  {d)  1  M.^  W.  728. 

u  u2 
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Exeh.  of  pum,  Butty  coutra. — The  traverse  is  in  fact  a  traverse  of  the 
'  special  purpose  only,  and  compels  the  defendant  to  prove 
no  more  than  he  would  otherwise  be  bound  to  prove  in 
order  to  sustain  the  defence  alleged  in  the  plea.  The 
payment  of  the  defendant's  debt  to  Julia  Mainwaring, 
which  was  the  special  purpose,  was  in  fact  for  the  sole  use 
and  benefit  of  the  defendant.  The  cases  cited  are  dis- 
tinguishable. In  Stubbs  V.  Lainson,  the  traverse  taken  by 
the  defendant  would  have  compelled  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
not  only  the  seizure,  but  also  the  levy. 

Peacock  replied. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  replica- 
tion in  this  case  is  sufiicient.  When  a  pleading,  by  travers- 
ing facts  alleged  in  the  conjunctive,  imposes  on  the  opposite 
party  the  onus  of  proving  more  than  a  traverse  properly 
taken  in  the  disjunctive,  it  is  bad;  but  the  present  repli- 
cation only  puts  the  defendant  to  prove  the  same  facts,  and 
no  more,  which  he  otherwise  would  be  bound  substantially 
to  do  in  order  to  support  his  plea.  If  the  general  replica- 
tion de  injuria  would  not  have  put  in  issue,  or  compelled 
the  defendant  to  prove,  all  the  special  purpose  alleged  in 
this  plea,  this  replication  would  be  bad ;  but,  as  it  appears 
to  me,  the  substantive  allegation  in  the  plea  is,  that  the 
bill  was  delivered  to  the  drawer  to  be  discounted  for  the 
use  of  the  defendant,  and  for  no  other  purpose  whatever. 

Parke,  B. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  replication  is 
good,  as  being  a  mere  traverse  of  an  essential  averment  in 
the  plea;  which,  after  alleging  that  the  bill  in  question 
was  accepted  by  the  defendant  and  delivered  to  Harrison 
for  a  special  purpose,  namely,  to  hold  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  same  might  be  dis- 
counted for  his  benefit  &c.,  goes  on  to  say,  that  Harrison, 
after  the  delivery  thereof  to  him,  held  the  same  for  such 
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special  purpose  as  aforesaid^  and  for  the  sole  use  and  Eick,  of  Pieat, 
benefit  of  the  defendant;  and  the  traverse  only  follows  the 
terms  of  the  plea^  and  denies  that  the  bill  was  delivered  to 
Harrison,  or  held  by  him,  for  the  special  purpose  mentioned 
in  the  plea.  I  quite  agree,  that  if  the  effect  of  this  replica- 
tion were  to  compel  the  defendant  to  prove  more  than  he 
otherwise  would  have  been  bound  to  do  in  order  to  support 
his  plea,  it  would  be  bad ;  and  the  whole  question  comes 
shortly  to  this — would  this  plea  be  supported  by  proof  that 
the  bill  had  been  delivered  to  Harrison  for  his  own  use,  or  for 
the  use  of  the  defendant  generally,  or  to  pay  it  over  to  an« 
other  person,  or  for  any  other  purpose  than  that  of  getting 
it  discounted,  as  alleged  in  the  plea?  I  think  not;  for  the 
plea  puts  forward  two  facts  as  necessary  parts  of  the  de- 
fendant's case;  namely,  first,  that  the  bill  was  delivered 
over  to  Harrison ;  and  secondly,  that  it  was  so  delivered 
for  the  special  purpose  thereinafter  mentioned;  both  of 
which  must,  of  course,  be  proved  in  order  to  make  out  the 
plea.  If,  for  instance,  the  proof  were  simply  that  the  bill 
had  been  delivered  to  Harrison  to  hold  as  a  depositary,  for 
no  particular  purpose,  or  such  like,  it  would  not  be  sufSci- 
ent ;  the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  go  further,  and  shew 
that  it  was  with  the  view  of  being  discounted  for  the  pur- 
pose stated  on  the  record, 

GuRNBY,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — The  joint  effect  of  the  plea  and  replication 
in  this  case  is  to  put  in  issue  the  special  purpose  alleged  in 
the  former,  namely,  that  the  bill  was  delivered  to  Harrison 
by  the  defendant  to  be  discounted  for  him,  and  so  was  held 
by  Harrison  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Etch,  qfPkotf 
1842. 


Nov.  24.  Jackson  t;.  Uttino  and  Others. 

Where,  in  an  1  HIS  was  a  mle  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsoit. 

four  defend-  It  was  an  action  against  four  defendants^  and  it  appeared 

been  joined***^  ^^  *^®  affidavits  that  issuc  was  joined^  as  to  three  of  them, 

agminit  three  qh  the  6th  February ;  and  that  the  fourth  had,  since  the 

of  them,  and  .  ,      •  •  .  :■       i 

the  fourth  had  commencement  of  the  action,  filed  his  petition  and  sche- 
undcrUiein-  dule  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  and  by  an  order  of 
W  Ac?sin"ce    **^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^®®^  discharged  from  the  debt  for  whidi 

the  commence,    this  actiou  waS  brought, 
ment  of  the  ac- 
tion ;  the  Court 

coltia^ruielbr  Martin  shewcd  cause,  and  contended  that  the  motion 
Judgment  as  in   gQ^j^j  jjQt  ^e  entertained  until  issue  had  been  joined 

case  of  a  non»  *> 

suit,  on  the       agaiust  all  the  defendants. 

ground  that  no 
complete  iuue 

joined!*"  Humfrey  appeared  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Parke,  B. — You  must  shew  a  complete  issue  joined  that 
might  be  tried,  which  is  not  shewn  to  be  the  case  as  re- 
gards all  the  defendants. 

Per  Curiam, 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


D 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1842. 

WiLLSON  v.  Caeey  and  Cunnington. 

Nov.  16. 

EBT.— The  declaration  stated,  that  after  the  passing  of  Debu— The 

declaration  al- 

the  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  the  plaintiff,  being  employed  by  the  leged,  that  the 
defendants  as  an  auctioneer,  to  sell  by  public  auction  cer-  employed  by^ 
tain  lands,  and  amongst  them  lot  4,  did  put  up  for  sale  [^*e1i tTrtrn' 

by  public  auction,  in  a  certain  part  of  Great  Britain,  not  >*nd«  by  auc- 
tion, put  up  the 
within  the  limits  of  the  chief  office  of  excise  in  London,  to  same  for  sale, 

wit,  at  Spalding  in  the  coimty  of  Lincoln,  lot  4,  subject  condldon  that 
to  the  condition  of  sale,  that  the  highest  bidder  should  be  j^/,  gjfjj^^^^bl^" 
the  purchaser;  that  J.  Hames  was  the  highest  bidder,  and  the  purchaser: 

that  one  H.  was 

declared  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  the  purchaser,  for  the  price  the  highest 
of   £3,100,  whereby   auction    duty  to   the    amount   of  cUrtd^^^^ 
94/.  18».  9rf.  became  payable  to  Her  Majesty,  and  was  a  pia»ntiff  to  be 

*  ^  "^  .  .      the  purchaser, 

charge  upon  the  plaintiff  as  such  auctioneer,  and  was  paid  whereby  auc- 
by  him  to  the  collector  of  excise.    Breach,  non-payment  ^Z'^^lfVi: 
by  the  defendants  of  the  said  sum  of  94/.  ISs.  9d.  J  J;2f;  J^*^^« 

Plea,  by  the  defendant  Carey,  that  it  was  one  of  the  con-  plaintiff,  and 

•^  "  was  paid  by 

ditions  of  the  said  sale,  that  the  purchaser  should,  imme-  him:  breach,  in 
diately  after  the  sale,  pay  the  auction  duty  upon  the  pur-  of  Uia^sum^by 

the  defendants. 
—Plea,  by  one  of  the  defendants,  that  it  was  a  conditional  sale,  that  the  purchaser  should  after 
the  sale  pay  the  auction  duty  ;  that  upon  exposure  to  sale,  and  H.  being  the  highest  bidder,  pay- 
ment of  the  duty  was  then  demanded  of  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  by  him,  whereby  his 
bidding  became  null  and  void. — Plea,  by  the  other  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
•ale  demanded  payment  of  the  duty  from  H.,  who  refused  to  pay,  and  did  not  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  or  at  any  time  since  pay  the  same,  whereupon  the  defendants  then  declared  the  said 
bidding  and  sale  to  be  null  and  void,  and  the  same  became  null  and  void.*— Replication,  that 
before  H.  became  a  bidder,  it  was  colluslvely  agreed  between  him  and  the  latter  defendant, 
that  H.  should  bid,  not  with  a  view  of  completing  the  purchase,  but  merely  to  outbid  another 
bidder,  and  that  H.  did  so  bid  ;  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  auction  had  no  notice  either 
of  the  said  agreement  or  of  the  intent  of  H.  becoming  a  bidder;  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  said  auc- 
tion, and  whibt  H.  was  the  highest  bidder,  closed  the  biddings,  and  H.  then  became  the  highest 
bidder,  and  was  declared  to  be  the  purchaser  ;  that  H.  refused  to  pay  the  auction  duty ;  and  that 
before  his  bidding  no  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  H.  or  by  the  defendants  of  H.'s 
being  appointed  and  having  agreed  to  bid  at  the  sale  for  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  defendants. 
JSMf  first,  that  the  declaration  was  good,  and  that  the  replication  was  not  a  departure  from  it. 

Secondly,  that  the  former  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the  vendors  had  exercised  their 
option  of  declaring  the  bidding  to  be  null  and  void. 

Thirdly,  that  the  latter  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the  vendors  had,  at  the  time 
and  place  of  auction,  exercised  their  option  of  declaring  the  bidding  to  be  void,  or  had  notified 
tbe  itve  to  the  plaintiff. 

Fourthly,  that  the  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  has  not  repealed  the  7th  sect,  of  17  Geo.  3,  c.  50. 

Where  defendants  plead  separately  pleas  which  are  demurred  to,  the  pleas  and  demurrers  being 
tubstantially  the  same,  each  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  appear  by  separate  counsel  on  the  argu- 
ment of  the  demurrer. 
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Exch,  of  Pleats  chasc-money ;  that,  upon  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  and  upon 

'     Hames  being  the  highest  bidder,  payment  of  such  auction 

WiLLsoN      duty  was  then  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  from   Hames, 

Carey.       who  then  refused  to  pay  the  same,  whereby  his  bidding 

then  became  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  by 

virtue  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  &c. 

Plea,  by  the  defendant  Cimnington,  that  the  defendants, 
as  sellers,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  auctioneer,  made  it  a  condi- 
tion of  sale,  that,  according  to  the  statute  17  Geo*  8,  c.  50, 
the  duty  should  be  paid  by  the  purchaser,  over  and  above 
the  price  bidden  at  the  sale;  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  <^ 
the  sale  to  Hames,  demanded  payment  of  the  auction  duty 
from  Hames,  who  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same, 
and  did  not  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  nor  at  any  time  since, 
pay  the  same,  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  condition 
of  sale,  and  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  whereupon  the  de- 
fendants, according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  statute,  (17 
Geo.  3,  c.  5,  s.  8),  then  declared  the  bidding  and  sale  to 
be  null  and  void,  and  the  bidding  and  sale  then  became 
null  and  void,  by  virtue  of  the  said  act. 

Replication  to  each  plea,  that  before  Hames  became  a 
bidder,  it  was  coUusively  agreed  between  him  and  Cim- 
nington, that  Hames  should  bid  £3,100,  so  as  to  appear  as 
a  real  bona  fide  bidder,  not  with  any  view  of  completing  the 
purchase  in  case  he  should  be  the  highest  bidder,  or  of 
paying  the  auction  duty,  but  merely  with  the  intent  of  out- 
bidding a  certain  bidder,  and  that  Hames  did,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  bid  the  sum  of  £3,100;  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  action,  had  no  notice  either  of 
the  said  agreement,  or  of  the  intent  with  which  Hames 
became  such  bidder;  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  said  auction, 
and  whilst  Hames  was  the  highest  bidder,  closed  the  said 
biddings,  and  thereupon  Hames  became  the  highest  bidder, 
and  was  declared  to  be  the  purchaser;  that  Hames  refused 
to  pay  the  auction  duty,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment; that  before  Hamcs's  bidding,  no  notice  was  given  to 
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the  plaintiflf  by  Hames  or  the  defendants^  of  Hames  being  £xc».  t^f  pieat, 
appointed  and  having  agreed  to  bid  at  the  sale  for  the  use  ^* 

and  behoof  of  the  defendants. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning,  amongst  other  causes,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  stated  that  Carey  was  a  party  to,  or 
authorized  or  concurred  in,  the  said  collusive  agreement 
between  Hames  and  Cunnington,  and  that  the  said  collu- 
sive agreement  did  not  render  the  defendants  liable  to  pay 
the  auction  duty. 

N.  R.  Clarke,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  by  Cunning- 
ton. — ^The  replication  is  bad,  for  it  omits  to  state  that  Carey 
bad  any  knowledge  of  the  collusive  agreement  between 
Cunnington  and  Hames.  The  agreement  is  stated  to  have 
been  made  with  Cunnington  only,  and  the  act  of  one  vendor 
is  not  the  act  of  both.  At  all  events,  if  it  is  meant  to  be 
contended  that  the  act  of  one  is  the  act  of  both,  it  should 
have  been  so  pleaded.  Com.  Dig. '  Pleader,'  (C)  87,  MoU' 
fdngton  v.  William  (a).  Whatever  was  done  by  Cunning- 
ton was,  so  far  as  appears,  without  the  authority  of  Carey, 
and  Cunnington  had  no  authority  to  bind  Carey  by  this 
collusive  agreement.  He  was  not  the  owner  of  the  es- 
tate; he  and  Carey  together  formed  but  one  owner  in 
contemplation  of  law.  The  auctioneer's  power  to  make 
it  a  condition  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  the  auction 
duty,  was  to  protect  the  vendors  from  mere  men  of  straw 
bidding  at  the  sale.  The  act  of  Parliament  did  not  intend 
that  any  duty  should  be  paid  where  the  money  was  not 
paid  in.  Here  no  auction  duty  attached,  and  therefore,  not- 
withstanding the  collusive  agreement  entered  into  by  Cun- 
nington, the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  paid  it,  and  conse- 
quently he  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  Cunnington  and  Carey 
together  had  power  to  act  jointly,  and  by  so  doing  might 
declare  the  sale  void.    And  the  plea  accordingly  states, 

(a)  1  Vent.  109 ;  2  Suund.  97  b,  n.  2. 
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Exeh.  qf  pum,  that  punuant  to  the  intent  of  the  statnte  17  G(ao.  8^  e.  60, 

8.  8^  they  the  defendants  did  declare  the  bidding  and  sale 
to  be  null  and  void,  by  virtue  of  the  act.  There  cannot  be 
a  doubt  that  it  is  competent  to  one  of  several  joint  owners 
of  an  estate  to  become  a  purchaser  of  the  whole,  and  if  one 
chooses  to  become  such  purchaser,  why  should  he  not  be 
allowed  to  employ  a  person  to  bid  for  him?  and  in  that  case, 
as  be  would  be  bound  by  that  contract,  it  is  admitted  that 
he  would  be  liable  to  duty.  The  one  who  dissented  firom  the 
authority  of  Hames  to  bid  may  have  a  right  to  insist  on  the 
contract  being  performed.  Payment  of  the  duty  was  de- 
manded and  refused,  and  the  defendants  were  then  at 
liberty  to  declare  the  sale  null  and  void,  which  they  ac- 
cordingly did.    No  auction  duty  then  was  payable. 

Martin  appeared  in  support  of  Carey^s  demurrer: — ^but 

fV.  H.  Watson^  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  two  coun- 
sel had  no  right  to  be  heard  on  the  same  ground,  in  sup- 
port of  two  defendants  whose  pleas  and  demurrers  were 
substantially  the  same,  and  their  interests  identical.  He 
cited  Brooke  v.  Turner  (a),  where  the  Court  under  similar 
circumstances  had  declined  to  hear  more  than  one  counsel, 
but  permitted  the  second  counsel  merely  to  mention,  the 
names  of  cases. 

The  Court  allowed  Martin  to  proceed,  but  at  the  close 
of  the  case  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  expressed  a  hope  that  the 
indulgence  granted  by  the  Court  would  not  be  drawn  into 
a  precedent;  as  the  practice  of  hearing  more  counsel  than 
one  on  the  same  point  would  be  productive  of  expense  and 
loss  of  time. 

Martin. — ^Tbe  declaration  is  bad,  and  cannot  be  sup- 
ported, for  it  is  founded  entirely  on  the  liability  under 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  432 ;  2  Scott,  622. 
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the  statute^  and  not  on  any  promise  by  the  defendants,  Eteek.  of  PUat^ 
and  no  right  of  action  accrues  to  an  auctioneer  for  auc- 
tion duties  payable  on  the  sale  of  land,  but  only  on  the 
sale  of  goods.  This  is  evident  from  the  language  of  the 
19  Geo.  3,  c.  66,  which  was  passed  to  regulate  the  duties 
imposed  by  the  17  Geo.  8,  c.  50.  By  section  7  of  the 
19  Oeo.  8,  c.  56^  every  person  acting  as  an  auctioneer 
is  required  to  give  an  ''  account  in  writing  of  the  total 
amount  of  the  money  bid  at  each  sale,  and  of  the  seve- 
ral articles^  lots^  or  parcels  which  shall  have  been  there 
sold,  and  the  price  of  each  and  every  such  article,  lot,  or 
parcel"  And  it  is  enacted,  that  the  auctioneer  shall 
recover  the  duties  from  the  persons  ''on  whose  account 
such  goods  shall  be  so  sold.'^  That  shews  that  the  section 
applies  to  the  sale  of  goods  only,  and  it  is  only  in  that 
case  that  the  auctioneer  is  authorized  to  bring  an  action  of 
debt.  In  the  case  of  lands,  no  duty  is  imposed  by  the  act  up- 
on the  employer  to  pay  the  auctioneer,  and  therefore  there 
18  no  good  cause  of  action  founded  on  the  statute.  Whe- 
ther or  not  there  is  an  implied  promise  to  pay  the  amount 
which  he  is  called  upon  to  pay  for  auction  duty,  is  another 
matter.  Again,  the  declaration  is  bad  on  the  ground  that 
the  act  gives  no  authority  to  an  auctioneer  residing  out  of 
the  limits  of  the  chief  excise  office  to  recover  the  duty.  The 
8th  section  only  applies  to  auctioneers  who  reside  out  of 
those  limits;  and  it  provides,  that  every  person  acting  as 
mn  auctioneer  not  within  the  limits  of  the  chief  office  of 
excise,  shall  give  security  that  he  will,  within  six  weeks 
after  every  sale  by  auction,  deliver  an  account  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  thereinbefore  required  to  be  delivered  by 
persons  selling  within  the  limits  of  the  chief  office,  and 
shall  make  payment  of  all  sums  of  money  due  and  payable 
to  his  Majesty  on  account  of  every  sale  by  auction  within 
■nch  six  weeks  respectively;  and  all  the  powers,  directions, 
penalties,  and  forfeitures  thereinbefore  prescribed  for  the 
better  levying,  securing,  or  accounting  for  the  said  rates 
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Sick,  af  Pitai,  or  doties  Tithin  the  linuU  of  the  chic 

;  >    seired  in  all  other  parts  of  Great  Br 

WiuioM     vere  again  re-enacted.  There  ia  nothii 

c'\n.      ^^*  right  of  sctioa.     It  is  not  for  a  pe: 

and  the  section  only  applies  to  the  [ 

crown.    The  declaration  is  therefore  d 

Secondly,  the  plea  by  Carey  is  aU 
is  imposed  in  cases  vhere  a  sale  ho 
irhcro  there  has  been  no  sale.  As  far 
face  of  the  declaration^  there  was  a  sale 
plea  states  that  the  vendors,  on  nonpa 
by  the  buyer  pursuant  to  the  conditio 
the  sale  to  he  void  under  17  Geo.  3,  c 
qnently  the  duties  did  not  attach.  TL 
tiff  paid  the  auction  duty,  he  paid  it  in 
cannot  be  entitled  to  recover  it  from  t1 

Thirdly,  the  replication  is  clearly  1 
that  it  is  a  departure  from  the  declai 
in  the  declaration  as  a  complete  sale 
the  replication  shews,  that  although 
be  a  purchaser,  no  vaUd  sale  ever  took 

}V.  H.  Wation,  for  the  plaintiff.— 1 
tached  upon  the  plaintiff  on  the  sale  tc 
becD  paid  by  him,  may  be  recovered  fi 
employed  him.  This  is  clear  from  the  f 
of  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56;  the  former  of  wh 
duties  shall  be  a  charge  upon  eveiy  au 
after  the  knocking  down  of  the  hamn 
of  the  bidding."  Whether  the  seller  in 
avoid  the  sale  under  the  17  Geo.  3,  c. 
the  first  place  on  the  question  whether 
been  repealed  by  the  statute  19  Geo.  3 
— ^The  first  section  of  the  latter  act, ' 
the  powers,  rules,  &c.  for  granting  lice 
dcterminej  does  not  repeal  the  former  ( 
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all  events,  the  defendants,  who  were  instramental  in  cans-  Bxch.  rf  Pleat, 
ing  a  fictitions  sale  to  take  place,  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  their  own  wrong  to  rescind  it.  In  Malins  v.  Free- 
man  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser  cannot  rescind  his 
own  contract  at  an  auction,  on  the  ground  that  he  has 
refused  to  pay  the  auction  duty  pursuant  to  the  conditions 
of  sale,  notwithstanding  the  statute  17  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  which 
enacts,  that  in  case  of  such  refusal,  the  bidding  shall  be  null 
and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  That  was  on  the 
ground  that  the  sale  is  not  absolutely  void,  but  voidable 
only  at  the  option  of  the  seller.  The  vendors  might  there- 
fore, in  this  case,  have  considered  Haines  as  a  good  pur- 
chaser. At  least  the  plea  is  bad,  for,  as  the  duty  attached 
upon  the  auctioneer  on  the  knocking  down  of  the  hammer, 
the  plea  ought  to  have  shewn  the  time  when  the  sale  was 
declared  void  by  the  sellers ;  whereas  it  is  consistent  with 
this  plea  that  the  sale  was  not  declared  void  until  long  after 
the  duty  attached,  and  the  plaintiff  had  been  called  upon  to 
pay  it.  The  declaration  states,  that  the  duty  had  become 
payable,  and  had  become  a  charge  upon  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  is  not  denied  by  the  plea.  The  plea  is  consistent  with 
this,  that  the  duty  had  attached,  and  had  been  paid,  and 
that  after  that  the  vendors,  or  vendee,  refused  to  complete 
the  purchase. 

Admitting,  however,  that  this  was  a  bonft  fide  purchase 
by  the  defendants  of  their  own  estate,  the  12th  section  of 
the  19  G«o.  8,  c.  56,  enacts,  not  that  the  auctioneer  in  such 
m  case  shall  not  pay  the  duty  to  the  crown,  but  that  the 
owners  are  to  have  an  allowance  of  the  duties  from  the 
commissioners  of  excise,  provided  that  notice  be  given  to 
the  auctioneer  before  the  bidding,  both  by  the  owner  and 
tbe  person  appointed  to  bid,  of  the  latter  being  appointed 
by  the  former,  and  having  agreed  accordingly  to  bid  for 
the  use  and  behoof  of  the  seller.  That  section  is  re-enacted 
by  42  Oeo.  3,  c.  93,  s.  1.    In  Capp  v.  Topham  (i),  an  auc- 

(o)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  395 ;  6  Scott,  1S7.  (&)  6  East,  392. 
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Exeh,  t^  PiHu,  tionecr  was  employed  to  sell  an  estate,  the  lowest  price 

which  was  fixed  by  the  owner,  and  written  down  on  a  pie 
of  paper,  which  was  put  under  a  candlestick  at  the  time 
sale,  with  the  privity  of  the  auctioneer,  but  not  signed  I 
the  owner,  nor  any  notice  in  writing  given  to  the  ai 
tioneer  of  the  price  so  set  down,  nor  had  the  auctionc 
given  the  previous  notice  of  the  sale  to  the  collector  of  t 
duty,  as  required  by  the  acts  of  the  19  Geo*  8,  c.  56,  ai 
28  Geo.  3,  c.  37 ;  but  being  asked,  at  the  sale,  whether 
had  taken  the  proper  precautions  to  avoid  the  duty  in  ci 
there  was  no  sale,  he  said  that  it  was  his  mode  to  fii 
price  under  the  candlestick,  and  if  the  bidding  did  u 
come  up  to  that  price  it  was  no  sale  or  duty ;  and  it  m 
held,  that  the  duty  having  attached,  though  there  was  i 
sale,  for  want  of  taking  the  precautions  required  of  ti 
owner  by  the  statutes  under  such  circumstances,  and  tl 
auctioneer  having  been  sued  for  the  duty  on  his  bond 
the  crown,  and  compelled  to  pay  it,  he  could  not  recover 
over  against  the  owner,  he  having  warranted  that  prop 
precautions  had  been  taken  to  prevent  the  duty  attachii 
in  the  event,  though  both  parties  were  mistaken  in  tl 
law.  So,  in  Crmo  v.  Crisp  (a),  it  was  held  that,  in  the  ca 
of  dumb  InddingSy  the  duty  attached ;  and  in  Jones  v.  iVa 
ney  (&),  it  seems  to  have  been  considered  that  the  auctic 
duty  may  attach  though  the  sale  be  imperfect,  and  tl 
vendee  never  become  a  purchaser.  The  plea  ought  to  ha^ 
shewn  that  the  duty  did  not  attach,  which  it  has  not  dont 
but  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  replication  is  good,  ai 
shews  that  the  purchase  by  Ilames  was  such  that  the  duj 
attached  upon  the  plaintifl'. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaint 
is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  This  was  a  ca 
in  which  the  auctioneer  was  bound  to  pay  the  auction  dut 

(a)  3  Eatt,  337.  (6)  M*Clfl.  25;  13  Price,  76. 
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as  it  attached  upon  him  at  the  time  of  the  auction :  and  Exch.  of  Pleas, 

1842. 
the  statute  makes  him  liable  to  pay  it  even  before  a  com-  ^ 

plete  sale  has  taken  place.  Here  the  declaration  states  Willson 
that  Hames  had  previously  become  the  purchaser,  although  cabbt. 
not  by  a  complete  contract,  but  only  so  far  as  to  make  the 
duty  attach.  Hames  had  agreed  to  become  the  purchaser 
at  a  sale  where  he  was  declared  the  highest  bidder ;  and 
the  declaration  is  sufficient,  as  it  states  that  he  was  declar- 
ed to  be  the  purchaser.  The  auction  duty  then  having 
attached  upon  the  plaintiff,  how  is  he  to  get  rid  of  it  ? 
The  11th  section  of  the  statute  provides,  that  where  the  sale 
is  void  owing  to  a  defective  title,  the  auctioneer  may  com- 
plain to  the  commissioners  of  excise  or  the  justices,  and 
they  may  relieve  him  from  his  over  payments,  and  the 
same  allowance  of  duty  is  to  be  made  to  the  owner  of  the 
estate,  who  becomes  the  purchaser  of  it  by  himself  or  his 
agent.  But  although  in  the  above  cases  the  duty  may  be 
recovered  back,  still  the  auctioneer  is  liable  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  pay  it.  The  auctioneer  is  bound  to  give  security 
that  he  will,  before  the  commencement  of  any  sale  by  auc- 
tion, give  in  a  list  of  the  articles,  lots,  and  things  to  be  sold ; 
and  he  is  also  bound  to  pay  the  duty,  which  attaches  at  the 
time  of  sale.  In  what  way,  imder  the  present  state  of 
facts,  could  the  auctioneer  protect  himself  from  payment 
of  the  duty?  A  lot  of  land  was  put  up  to  sale,  and  at  the 
dose  of  the  biddings  a  certain  party  was  declared  the  pur- 
chaser. If  the  auctioneer  were  to  allege  to  the  officers  of 
excise  that  the  vendor  had  empowered  a  person  to  bid  for 
faim,  the  answer  would  be  that  he,  the  auctioneer,  had  no 
notice  of  that  party  being  so  employed,  and  that  he  must 
therefore  pay  the  duty.  The  auctioneer  was  bound,  there- 
fore, to  pay  the  duty.  But  then  it  is  said  by  the  defend- 
ants, that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  because  they  declared 
the  sale  to  be  null  and  void,  on  the  ground  that  the  pur- 
chaser refused  payment  of  the  duty.  To  this  the  plaintiff 
replies,  that  the  sale  was  not  declared  null  and  void  on 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  this  account^  but  because  it  was  collusive;  and  this  replica^ 
^^^'  tion  is  not  a  departure  from  the  declaration,  but  on  the 
contrary  supports  it,  as  it  shews  that  Hames  was  a  pur- 
chaser, and  that  after  he  became  such  the  sale  was  made 
null  and  void.  There  is  no  weight  in  Mr.  Martin's  objec- 
tion, that  the  statute  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56,  does  not  apply  to 
sales  of  land.  It  is  general  in  its  terms,  for  it  speaks  of 
"  lots,  articles,  and  parcels,''  and  applies  to  all  sales,  with- 
out being  controlled  by  the  word  "  goods,"  which  occurs 
towards  the  end  of  the  clause. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  declaration  is  good,  and  the 
plea  bad.  The  first  point  made  by  the  defendant  is,  that 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  is  founded  upon  the  statute, 
and  that  in  the  present  case  he  has  no  remedy.  Now  that 
question  depends  upon  the  6th,  7th,  and  8th  sections  of 
the  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56.  It  is  said  that  the  provisions  of  that 
statute  give  an  auctioneer  a  right  to  recover  the  auction 
duty  in  respect  of  the  sale  of  goods  only ;  but  the  answer 
to  that  is,  that  the  remedy  is  given  generally  against  the 
party  who  employs  such  auctioneer ;  and  that  in  this  case 
the  defendants  employed  the  plaintiff.  It  is  then  said,  that 
the  right  of  the  auctioneer  to  recover  the  duty  is  con- 
fined to  those  auctioneers  who  reside  within  the  limits  of 
the  chief  excise  office.  But  that  is  not  the  case,  for,  by 
the  8th  section,  all  the  powers,  directions,  and  penalties 
thereinbefore  prescribed  are  directed  to  be  observed  in 
other  parts  of  Great  Britain  also.  The  6th  section  makes 
the  auctioneer,  upon  every  sale  by  auction,  liable  to  the 
duties  upon  the  knocking  down  of  the  hammer;  the  7th 
section  enables  him  to  recompense  himself  by  action,  and 
it  would  be  unjust  if  this  power  did  not  extend  to  the  case 
of  all  persons  who  might  employ  him  to  sell  by  auction. 
But  then  it  is  objected,  that  the  declaration  does  not  dis- 
close such  a  sale  as  makes  the  defendants  liable.  I  cannot 
assent  to  that.    The  declaration  states,  that  the  plaintiff 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  6  VICT.  651 

put  up  certain  lands  for  sale,  subject  to  certain  conditions;   ^ch,  of  PUat, 
that  on  the  exposure  for  sale,  Hames  became  the  highest     s^^^^^Jl^ 
bidder ;  and  that  at  the  close  of  the  biddings  he  was  declared      Wili.son 
to  be  the  purchaser  for  a  certain  price.    Those  being  the        Caret. 
facts,  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
auction  duty,  and  may  recover  it  from  the  defendants. 
The  plaintiff's  remedy  is  under  the  statute,  and  as  there  is 
no  special  contract  stated  here,  I  am  not  sure  that  he  has 
any  remedy,  unless  he  can  recover  under  the  act. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  pleas  afford  any  answer 
on  general  demurrer.  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  do  not. 
Carejr^s  plea  states,  that  on  Hames  becoming  the  highest 
bidder,  the  auction  duty  was  demanded  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  was  refused  by  Hames ;  whereby  the  bidding  became 
null  and  void.  But  that  is  not  a  correct  construction  of 
the  statute,  for  the  bidding  is  voidable  only,  and  can  be  made 
void  only  by  the  vendor's  exercising  his  option  to  that 
effect,  which  it  is  not  stated  that  he  did  in  this  case. 
Neither  does  the  plea  of  Cunnington  contain  sufficient  al- 
legations to  make  the  sale  altogether  void.  If  the  17  Geo.  3, 
c.  50,  s.  8,  was  framed  with  a  view  to  protect  the  auctioneer, 
the  purchaser  should  exercise  his  option  of  avoiding  the 
sale  at  the  time  and  place  of  auction.  But  in  this  plea 
there  is  no  averment  which,  if  traversed,  would  bind  the 
defendants  to  shew  that  at  the  time  and  place  of  sale  they 
declared  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  sale  was  void.  There  is, 
indeed,  an  averment  that  Hames  did  not  at  the  time  of 
the  sale,  nor  at  any  time  since,  pay  the  duty ;  but  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  defendants  exercised  their  option 
of  declaring  the  sale  void,  and  notified  the  same  to  the 
auctioneer. 

Whether  the  replication  is  good,  need  not  be  decided. 
It  would  have  been  necessary  to  determine  that  ques- 
tion if  the  plea  had  been  good,  and  the  allegation  as 
to  time  and  place  had  been  properly  made.  I  think, 
however,  that  the  replication  does  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 

VOL.  X.  XX  M.  W. 
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•Exck.  of  Phas,  his  actioD^  and  that  it  is  not  a  departure  firom  the  declara* 
^^^'  .  tion.  The  declaration  merely  states  that  the  auctioneer 
became  liable  to  pay  the  auction  duty ;  the  plea  then  al- 
leges^ that^  on  the  buyer  not  paying  the  duty^  the  sellers 
declared  the  sale  to  be  void :  to  this  the  replication  answersi 
that  that  defence  is  not  available^  because  one  of  the  two  sel- 
lers acted  coUusively^  and  there  was  no  intention  thatHames 
should  become  the  purchaser.  It  is  the  case  of  a  person 
employed  by  the  two  owners  of  the  property  to  bid  for 
them^  without  any  notice  of  that  fact  having  been  commu- 
nicated to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  enough^  however^  to  say  that 
the  plea  is  bad^  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  our  judgment 

Gurnet^  B.^  concurred. 

BoLFE^  B. — If^  according  to  Mr.  Martin's  argument^  we 
were  to  hold  that  the  right  of  suing  the  employer^  given  to 
the  auctioneer  under  the  7th  section  of  the  19  Geo.  8,  c. 
56^  does  not  apply  to  real  property^  this  incongruity  would 
follow^  that  the  legislature  in  that  case  would  have  given 
different  remedies  in  the  case  of  real  and  of  personal  pro- 
perty ;  for  if  the  7th  section  does  not  apply  to  real  property, 
and  the  8th  does  not  extend  to  country  auctioneers  the  right 
of  suing  their  employers,  there  would  be  this  extraordinary 
incongruity,  that,  as  regards  the  sale  of  personal  property  in 
London,  the  vendors  would  be  primarily  and  immediately 
liable  to  the  auctioneer,  whilst,  with  respect  to  the  sale  of 
real  property  in  London,  and  all  sales  in  the  country,  the 
auctioneer  would  be  ultimately  and  alone  liable  to  pay  the 
duty :  but  it  is  an  absurdity  to  suppose  that  an  auctioneer 
was  intended  by  the  legislature  to  pay  duty  in  one  case, 
and  not  in  the  other.  The  meaning  of  the  two  sections, 
in  spite  of  the  use  of  the  words  "  goods "  in  the  7th,  is, 
that  in  the  case  both  of  London  and  country  auctioneers, 
the  party  employing  them  is  bound  to  pay  them  the  duty. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


T 
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Exeh.  of  Phatf 
1842. 

Roberts  v,  Elsworth.  .,     . » 

Nov*  18. 

HE  declaration  in  this  case  contained  three  counts:  the  Declaration 
first  on  a  promissory  note  for  £50 ;  the  second  on  another  contained  three 
to  the  like  amount ;  and  the  third  for  dBlOO  on  an  account  ^T'* '  '*''' 

'  tirsty  on  a  pro- 

Stated.  missory  note 

The  particulars  of  demand  were   as  follows : — **  This  second,  on  an- 
action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  £50,  being  the  nke  amount;  * 
amount  of  the  promissory  note  in  the  first  count  of  the  fo//ooV***'^ 
declaration  mentioned,  tO£!:ether  with  interest  thereon  from  an  account 

stated.     The"" 

11th  February,  1842;  and  also  the  further  sum  of  £50,  particulars  of ' 
the  amount  of  the  promissory  note  in  the  second  count  of  asfolufwrr* 
the  declaration  mentioned,  tofi^ether  with  interest  thereon  "  This  action  is 

°  brought  to  re- 

from  11th  July,  1842.  Above  are  the  particulars  of  the  cover  the  sum 
plaintiff's  demand,  for  the  recovery  whereof  he  will  avail  ^he  amounTof 
himself  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  declaration."  L^ou^fnTh^fi^st 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  co«»»t  <>(  ^^^ 

•^  declaration 

in  London  after  Trinity  term,  the  promissory  notes  were  mentioned,  and 
liot  produced,  owing  to  the  absence  of  the  attesting  wit-  gum  of  so/.,  the 
ness,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  of  their  existence:  but  amount  of  the 

'  *f  o  7  promissory  note 

the  attorney  for  the  plaintifi^  was  called  to  prove  the  in  the  second 

*         ,  count  men- 

account  stated,  and  he  said  that  in  February,  1842,  he  tioned.  Above 

met  the  defendant  and  said  to  him,  "Your  uncle  (the  plain-  f^j^of  thc'*"^"" 
tiflT)  wants  the  £100  you  owe  him :''  to  which  the  defend-  Plaintiff's  de- 

'  ^  .  mand,  for  the 

ant  replied,  "  I  must  contrive  it  for  him.*'    The  witness  recovery 
then  said,  he  would  see  him  next  fair  day;  and  on  that  avail  himself  of 
occasion  asked,  had  he  got  the  money?  to  which  the  de-  Inyp^^of the 
fendant  replied,  he  had  not.   It  was  then  obiected  by  Erie,  declaration." 

^        '  J  /  '   No  evidence  of 

on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  was  no  evidence  of  the  promissory 
an  account  stated  with  reference  to  the  promissory  notes  auhe^ai^'but 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  particulars.     Lord  Abinger,  how-  * iXthrJe^" 

fendant  was 
proved,  in 
which  he  acknowledged  he  owed  the  plaintiff  lOOLi^^Heidf  that  the  particulars  were  in- 
tuflicient  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  and  that,  in  order  to  do  so,  he  was  bound  to  prove  an 
admiasioii  or  an  account  stated  with  reference  to  the  promiMory  notet. 

xx2 
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,B*ck.  of  Pleat,  ever,  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff; 
^    the  learned  Judge  giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
Roberts      enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  above  point.     Erie  having  in  the 
EL8W0RTH.     early  part  of  this  term  (November  8)  obtained  a  mle  ac- 
cordingly! 

JV.  H.  Watson  and  Macaulay  now  shewed  cause. — A 
bill  of  particulars  is  no  part  of  the  record^  and  therefore 
is  not  properly  the  subject  of  technical  objection.  The  only 
question  which  the  Court  will  look  to  is,  whether  the  terms 
in  which  the  particulars  are  expressed  be  such  that  the  de- 
fendant could  be  misled  as  to  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's 
demand.  Here  the  particulars  say  that  the  plaintiff  seeks 
to  recover  two  sums  of  £50^  the  amount  of  two  promissory 
notes^  for  the  recovery  of  which  he  will  avail  himself  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  declaration.  Now  that  statement  is 
clearly  applicable  to  the  count  on  the  account  stated^  as  well 
as  tothe  other  counts  of  the  dedaration^and  it  was  impossible 
that  the  defendant  could  be  misled;  which  is  the  criterion  by 
which  the  Courts  are  guided.  Davis  v.  Edwards  {a),  Fisher 
V.  Wainwright{b),  In  Hay  v.  Fisher  {c),  the  particulars 
stated  the  action  to  be  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of 
23/.  \2s,,  ''being  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange  men- 
tioned in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  and  also  the 
sum  of  6/.  19«.,  being  the  amount  with  interest  due  on  the 
said  bill^  &c.;  and  the  plaintiffs  will  rely  upon  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  their  declaration  for  the  recovery  thereof  :'*  and 
they  were  held  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  proceed 
on  the  second  count.  Nothing  could  well  be  more  similar 
than  those  particulars  and  the  present.  There  is  no  dif- 
ficulty here,  because  the  amounts  were  identical ;  £100  was 
the  amount  mentioned  in  the  count  upon  the  count  stated^ 
and  was  also  the  amount  stated  in  the  counts  on  the  two 
bills  of  exchange.  Particulars  of  demand  are  given  in 
order  to  point  out  what  is  sought  to  be  recovered  under 

(a)  3  M.  &  Sdw.  3S0.     (6)  1  M.  &  W.  480.      (c)  2  M.  &  W.  722. 
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the  common  counts ;  not  on  bills  of  exchange,  which  are  ^'ch.  of  Pkai, 
sufficiently  specific  of  themselves.      Cooper  v.  Amos  {a).  '  - 

^Parke^  B. — ^The  only  question  is,  whether  the  iSlOO  men-  Robbrts 
tioned  in  the  count  on  the  account  stated  relates  to  the  same  Elswortb. 
sum  as  that  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered  under  the 
counts  on  the  promissory  notes.]  If  the  evidence  adduced 
really  related  to  any  other  debt,  the  defendant  might  have 
made  an  affidavit  that  he  was  misled  by  the  particulars 
of  demand. 

£rfe,  contra. — As  to  the  evidence  applying  to  any  other 
debt  besides  that  due  on  the  promissory  notes,  there  is  a 
fallacy  in  assuming  that  those  notes  bore  date  before  the 
conversationproved,or  that  even  they  existed  at  all,  of  which 
there  is  no  evidence.  The  notes  were  not  given  in  evi- 
dence at  all,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  there 
were  no  other  dealings  between  the  parties ;  and  therefore 
the  conversation  proved  is  just  as  good  evidence  of  goods 
sold,  money  lent,  or  any  other  species  of  demand,  as  of  an 
account  stated.  In  Breckon  v.  Smith  {b),  the  plaintiff  de- 
clared for  goods  sold,  and  on  an  account  stated.  The  par- 
ticular of  demand  was,  "  To  a  beast  sold  and  delivered, 
13/.  10*."  The  only  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  ad- 
mitted, in  a  conversation  with  a  third  person,  not  shewn  to 
be  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  owed  the  latter  13/.  10«., 
and  it  was  held  that  this  was  no  evidence  of  an  account 
stated,  and  that  it  was  not  evidence  on  the  count  for 
goods  sold,  as  it  was  not  shewn  to  be  applicable  to  the 
particular.    That  case  is  directly  in  point. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — At  one  time  during  the  argu- 
ment of  this  case,  I  was  under  the  impression  that  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  had  succeeded  in  shewing,  by  decided 
cases,  that  the  opinion  I  expressed  in  this  matter  at  the 
trial  was  an  erroneous  one.    That  opinion,  which  I  held 

(a)  3  Car.  &  P.  207.  (b)  1  Ad.  Sc  Ell.  488. 
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Exeh.  qfpietu,  at  the  trial;  and  still  retain^  is^  that  t<he  aceount  stated 
'  ^    must  be  shewn  to  have  reference  to  the  promissory  notes 
R0BRRT8      mentioned  in  the  bill  of  particulars ;  and  I  regret  to  find 
Elsworth.    that  the  rest  of  the  Court  coincide  in  that  opinion,  for  I 
believe  the  justice  of  the  case  is  on  the  other  side.     Under 
all  the  circumstances^  however^  we  will  make  this  role  ab- 
solute for  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs^  and  give  the 
plaintiff  leave  to  amend  his  particulars. 

Parke,  B. — I  quite  agree  in  the  opinion  that  these  par- 
ticulars ought  to  be  read  as  having  reference  to  the  account 
stated  merely;  in  short,  as  if  they  were  "  I  seek  to  recover 
on  the  account  stated  the  sum  of  100/.,  the  amount  of  the 
promissory  notes,'^  (describing  them).  On  sucli  a  particu- 
lar, the  plaintifi^  is  bound  to  prove  an  account  stated  with 
reference  to  those  promissory  notes,  which  he  might  do, 
either  by  shewing  that  the  conversation  had  reference  to  two 
such  notes,  or  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  exist- 
ence of  any  others,  the  conversation  might  fairly  be  pre- 
sumed to  relate  to  them.  The  conversation,  however,  de- 
tailed by  the  witness  in  this  case,  proves  neither  one  nor 
the  other;  for  it  does  not  in  terms  refer  to  promissory 
notes  at  all,  nor  docs  it  contain  any  proof  that  there  were 
any ;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  shew  that  such 
notes  were  in  existence,  beyond  the  statement  in  the  de- 
claration, which  may  be  altogether  imaginary,  we  must 
deal  with  the  case  as  if  they  were  not,  and  make  this  rule 
absolute  accordingly. 

GuRNEY,  B. — ^I  had  some  little  doubt  at  first,  whether 
we  ought  not  to  have  required  the  defendant  to  make  an 
affidavit  that  he  was  misled  by  the  particulars ;  but  I  now 
agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  that  that  is  not  neces- 
sarv. 

&OLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 
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.Exelu  rf  Pleat, 
1842. 

Owen  v.  Scales.  ''^^y— ^ 

A  Nov.  18. 

SSUMPSIT  on  an  attorney's  bill.  A  bill  for  work 

Plea,  that  no  bill  of  the  plaintiflf's  charges,  subscribed  tornles^in'part." 
with  the  proper  hand  of  the  plaintifiF,  had  been  delivered  ^J\l^^^^^ 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action.     Replication,  signed  by  one 

.  of  them,  in  the 

traversmg  this  allegation.  following 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  1*'^*  bin.  For 
sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  plaintifiF  proved  the  owen°  J^**""^ 
delivery  of  the  bill,  which  was  thus  signed: — '*This  is  our  Dixon:"— 
bill.     For  self  and  Robert  Owen,  J.  H.  Dixon.''    It  was  was  a  sufficient 
contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  this  was  not  a  j|f  thrsuu"?" 
proper  signing  of  the  bill  within  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23.  Geo.  2,  c.  28, 
The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.     Crowder  having  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  accordingly, 

Erie  and  Creasy  shewed  cause. — ^The  signature  of  this 
bill  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute  2  Geo.  3, 
c.  23,  s.  23,  which  requires  the  bill  to  be  '^  subscribed  with 
the  proper  hand  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor.''  It  will  be 
said,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  signature  ought  to  have 
been  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  which  was  "  Owen  &  Dixon," 
and  that  there  was  no  such  firm  as  Owen  &  Self.  In 
Smith  if  Jago  v.  Brown  (a),  a  bill  for  business  done  by  two 
attomies  in  partnership,  signed  by  one  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  subscription  within  the 
statutes  3  Jac.  1,  c.  7,  and  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  although  the 
signature  did  not  contain  the  christian  name  of  the  part* 
ners.  In  this  case  there  is  the  christian  name  of  one 
partner,  and  the  initials  of  the  other.  In  James  v.  Stoift  (i), 
a  notice  of  action  to  a  magistrate,  signed  by  the  attomies 

{a)  1  Cr.  &  J.  542.  (h)  4  B.  ^  C.  681 ;  6  D.  &  R.  625. 
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Eich.  qf  PUa/,  with  their  initials^  was  held  sufficient.  An  attorney's  signed 
.  ^  .  bill  is  in  the  nature  of  a  notice  to  the  party  sought  to  be 
o wEjf  charged ;  Colling  v.  Treweek  (a) .  In  JVilks  v.  Back  (b),  it  was 
held  that  one  who  executes  a  deed  for  another  under  a 
power  of  attorney^  must  execute  in  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal; but  if  that  be  done^  it  matters  not  in  what  form  o( 
words  such  execution  is  denoted  by  the  signature  of  the 
names.  And  Lawrence,  J.,  there  says^  there  is  no  parti- 
cular form  of  words  required  to  be  used^  provided  the  act 
be  done  in  the  name  of  the  principal. 

Crowder  and  Hurlstone,  contra. — ^The  plaintiff  has  not 
proved  the  issue^  viz.^  that  the  bill  was  subscribed  by  the 
proper  hand  of  the  attorneys^  for  it  was  not  shewn  that 
Dixon  had  any  authority  to  sign  as  agent  for  his  partn«r^ 
and  the  signature  ought  therefore  to  have  been  in  the  name 
of  the  partnership  firm.  The  case  of  James  v.  Sw{ft  was 
that  of  a  notice  to  a  magistrate^  and  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  like  the  present.  Here  the  statute  makes  the  sig« 
nature  the  title  to  sue^  and  therefore  it  must  be  strictly 
complied  with. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  If  we  were  to  decide  this  question  ac- 
cording to  the  precise  words  of  the  statute^  we  should  be 
carrying  the  enactment  much  farther  than  the  framers  of 
it  contemplated.  The  act  says  that  the  bill  shall  be  sub- 
scribed with  the  proper  hand  of  the  attorney;  but  suppose 
one  of  two  attornies  die  before  signing  his  bill^  can  no 
action  be  brought  by  his  partner  or  his  representatives  ?  or 
suppose  one  of  two  partners  remains  abroad^ — ^the  Statute  of 
Limitations  may  run  before  his  signature  can  be  obtained. 
Smith  v.  Broivn  shews^  that  in  the  case  of  attornies  in  part- 
nership, a  signature  in  the  name  of  the  firm  is  sufficient; 

(a)  C  B.  &  C.  3^4  ;  9  D.  &  R.  150.  (6)  2  East,  142. 
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and  surely  a  signature^  as  in  the  present  case^  by  one  attor-  Bxch,  of  PUat, 
ney  for  himself  and  partner,  must  equally  be  sufficient.   One     ^  ^      . 
partner  has  authority  to  sign  for  his  co-partner,  and  I  see        Owen 
no  reason  why  he  should  be  compelled  to  use  that  which  is       Scales. 
strictly  the  partnership  firm,  so  that  he  does  it  in  substance. 

Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  present  sig- 
nature is  sufficient ;  and  I  think  it  is,  on  the  authority  of 
Smith  V.  Broum,  which  was  decided  under  this  same  statute. 
There  it  was  contended  that  the  christian  name  of  the 
partners  ought  to  have  been  used,  and  that  the  signature 
should  have  been  by  both ;  but  the  answer  of  Bay  ley,  J.  is 
that  the  subscription  is  correct  both  as  to  names  and  signa- 
tures. The  act  does  not  make  naming  necessary,  unless  in 
the  subscription.  All  that  is  required  is,  that  the  at- 
torney should,  as  it  were,  earmark  the  bill,  so  as  to  shew  it 
to  be  his.  It  is  sufficient  if  he  makes  it  appear  to  be  his 
and  not  another^s  bill.  That  has  been  done  here.  The 
object  of  the  act  was,  that  the  bill  should  be  signed  by  the 
attorney  himself,  and  not  merely  by  his  clerk  or  servant. 

GuRNEY,  B. — ^I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  that 
of  a  partner  who  signs  the  name  of  the  firm.  Here  we 
have,  in  addition,  the  christian  name  of  one  party  and  the 
initials  of  the  other. 

KoLFE,  B. — The  issue  here  is,  whether  the  subscription 
to  the  bill  was  by  the  proper  hand  of  the  plaintiffs.  I  think 
it  was,  on  the  authority  of  Smith  v.  Brown,  which  decides 
that  the  signature  of  one  partner  is  the  signature  of  both. 
Dixon  signs  the  bill  for  the  plaintiff,  and  also  for  himself; 
the  plaintiff  has  therefore  signed  this  bill,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute. 

Rule  discharged. 


CAIBI  IN  TBI    IZCHSQUBB, 


'    T"-^""^  Bound  v.  Hatton. 

Nov.  18. 

An  ictiDn  of  1  HIS  WM  an  action  of  treipan  for  an  iDJarr  to  the 

l™r"'J°he"  tiff's  mestuages,  houies,  and  lands,  which  hy  an  or 

plilniifl"!  Nisi  Priua  was  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  whovaato  " 

Undt  wu  re-  at  what  price  and  on  what  termi  the  defendant  ■ 

biwoJ'who"  purchase  the  pkintifT's  proper^."    The  order  of  reft 

"'• "' ""'' "  gave  no  power  to  the  arbitrator,  to  determine  whit^ 

onwhotiermi  the  premises  in  queetiou,  and  no  dispute  existed  o 

■houid  putchaie  subject.    The  arbitrator  awarded,  that  after  dednctin 

"^property."'  *^^°  sums, "  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive  (rom  th 

The  order  of  defendant  the  sum  of  153/.  lU.  6d.,  which,  tosethei 

no  power  lo  the  the  Said  Bums  above  directed  to  be  deducted,  I  settle 

determine  whti  the  pHce  at  which  the  said  defendant  Bhall  porehai 

qu«^'on"ur  plaintiff's  property;"  and  he  directed  that  the  defai 

norwMihert  afterconveying  the  property  to  him,  should  be  entitled  1 

the  lubject.  the  pl&intiff's  name  in  enforcing  his  rights.     A  mil 

flie'd"  cedBin  hsviug  been  obtained  for  setting  aside  tfaia  award,  o 

Bi  wil'tMhT'^'  grounds,  first,  that  it  was  uncertain  in  not  specifyin 

defendnni  property  in  question ;  and  secondly,  that    the  arbil 

tlie  pitiniir  a  bad  exceeded  bis  authority,  in  directing  that  the  defen 

Sldered^ihw  cf^r  Conveyance  of  the  property  to  bim,  should  be  en 

the  defendant  j^  ^gg  ^[jg  piajntifl-'g  name,  in  enforcing  all  rights  ai 

plaintiff's  name  mcdies  against  certain  parties, 

lain  right,  and 

temediei:—  R.  V.  Richardt  and  F.  V.  I^ee  shewed  cause. — Firs 

Held,  thai  ihe  .  ,         ,  .  . 

award  xas  not  arbitrator  had  no  authority  under  this  order  of  refe 

ground  of  \\t  ^°  determine  what  property  was  in  dispute  j  he  was  n 

i.oi  ipccifying  Jo  settle  the  terms  and  state  the  price  at  which  th 

periy  wan,  and  fcndant  was   to   purchase  the  plaintiff's  land.     It 

craior  did  not  objectloo  to  the  award,  that  any  dispatea  which  si 

tiioriiy  hi' '""  bcreafter   arise   as   to  the  property  awarded   upon 

■"''^'"b""'  be   determined   by  extrinsic   evidence.      It   is   suflS 

■honid  be  en-  If  the  Eward  cau   be    made   certain   by  that   specii 
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his  authority.  In  Burton  v.  Wigley  (a),  where  an  arbi-  Ejrch,  o/Piea$, 
trator,  who  had  authority  to  decide  on  what  terms  a 
partnership  agreement  should  be  cancelled^  directed^ 
amongst  other  things^  that  the  agreement  should  be  can-  Haitom. 
celled^  that  one  of  the  partners  should  have  all  the  debts 
due  to  the  firm^  and  should^  if  necessary,  sue  for  them 
in  the  name  of  his  late  partner;  it  was  held^  that  in 
authorizing  one  of  the  parties  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the 
other,  the  arbitrator  had  not  exceeded  his  authority.  That 
is  a  decision  directly  in  point. 

W.  J.  Alexander,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  award 
is  vague  and  uncertain.  The  word  "  property  "  is  a  word 
of  very  extensive  signification,  and  if  the  use  of  so  general 
a  term  be  allowed,  litigation  will  be  promoted  rather  than 
checked  by  arbitration.  It  was  the  arbitrator's  duty  to 
have  described  the  plaintiff's  premises  correctly.  Secondly, 
he  has  exceeded  his  authority  in  authorizing  the  defendant 
to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
reason  for  setting  aside  this  award  on  the  ground  of  uncer- 
tainty. The  affidavits  do  not  shew  any  dispute  as  to  what 
was  the  property  to  be  adjudicated  upon.  We  must  there- 
fore assume  that  the  defendant  was  to  buy  all  the  plaintiS^s 
property  adjoining  the  litigated  spot.  What  that  property 
was  had  been  before  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  and  the 
arbitrator  was  not  called  upon  to  set  it  out  by  metes  and 
bounds,  but  merely  to  decide  on  what  terms  it  should  be 
purchased.  As  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff's  name,  that  was 
a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator,  and  he 
might,  if  he  had  pleased,  have  fixed  the  terms  on  which 
the  defendant  was  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  an 
action.    The  rule  will  be  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  665  ;  1  Scott,  610. 
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Pabke^  B. — It  is  clear  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to 
determine  what  was  the  property  in  dispute.  He  was  simply 
to  fix  the  price^  and  the  other  terms  on  which  it  was  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  defendant.  If  there  be  any  difficulty  as  to 
the  premises  awarded  upon,  that  may  be  an  answer  to  ao 
attachment  for  not  performing  the  award,  but  forms  no 
objection  to  the  award  itself.  As  to  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiff's name,  I  think  the  arbitrator  had  power  to  impose 
that  condition;  or  if  he  had  not  taken  that  course,  he 
might  have  reduced  the  price  that  the  defendant  was  to 
pay  for  the  land. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Nov.  19. 

The  jurat  of  an 
aflSdavit  is  not 
vitiated  by  the 
erasure  of 
words  which 
form  no  neces« 
sary  part  of  the 
jurat,  and 
might  be  sepa- 
rated from  it 
without  altering 
the  sense. 


Dawson  r.  Wills. 

rr  ARREN  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  writ  of 
summons,  or  the  service  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the 
copy  described  the  writ  as  issued  a.  d.  1802. 

Corrie,  on  shewing  cause,  objected  that  the  aflSdavit  on 
which  the  rule  was  obtained  was  not  receivable^  in  con- 
sequence of  an  erasure  in  the  jurat,  which  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 


''  Sworn  at  the  city  of  Exeter,  this 
tenth  day  of  November,  eighteen 
hundred  and  forty-two,  before  me: 
and  I  certify  that  the  x 


The  mark  of 

X 

Robert  Willis. 


A  commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  in  this  Court  (a). 


(a)  Tliese  words  were  struck  through  with  a  pen. 
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And  the  jurat  was  continued  at  the  top  of  the  back  of  Exck,  qf  PUas, 
the  paper,  thus : — 

"  above  affidavit  was  read  over  in  my 
presence  to  the  defendant^  who  seem- 
ed perfectly  to  understand  the  same, 
and  made  his  mark  thereto  in  my 
presence. 

John  Gidley, 
-f-  A  commissioner  for  taking  affidavits  in 

the  said  Court.'' 

Corrie  objected,  that  any  erasure  whatever  in  the  jurat  of 
an  affidavit  vitiated  it  altogether.  In  Williams  v.  Clouffh  (a), 
a  fine  drawn  through  two  words  in  the  jurat  of  an  affi- 
davit, leaving  them  however  perfectly  legible,  was  held  to 
be  an  erasure  within  the  rule  of  Court  of  Michaelmas 
Term,  37  Geo.  3,  and  to  vitiate  the  affidavit,  although  the 
omission  or  retention  of  the  words  would  not  vary  the 
sense.  Besides,  the  rule  asks  for  too  much;  where  the 
defect  is  in  the  service,  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  ask 
the  Court  to  set  aside  the  writ:  Truslovev,  Whitchurch  (i). 
If  the  rule  had  merely  asked  to  set  aside  the  service,  the 
plaintiff  might  have  waived  it  as  irregular,  and  served  a 
fresh  copy. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Where  any  word  is  struck  out  of 
the  jurat  which  in  any  degree  alters  the  sense  of  it,  the 
whole  is  bad.  But  nothing  is  more  common  than  to  erase 
the  jurat  altogether,  and  write  a  new  one.  Now,  the 
words  erased  here,  *'  A  commissioner  for  taking  affidavits, 
ftc."  form  no  part  of  the  jurat.  As  to  the  second  point, 
the  rule  is  in  the  alternative ;  and  certainly  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  one  branch  or  other  of  it.    Under  the  cir- 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  376.       {h)  1  ScoU,  N.  R.  415 ;  1  Man.  &  G.  42G. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  cumstances,  this  rule  must  therefore  be  made  abtoliifte  to 

set  aside  the  service  of  the  writ^  with  coats. 

Alderson^  B.^    OuanbTi  B,,    and    Solve,  B.j  con- 
curred. 

Rule  absolute. 


2^ov.  19.  Levy  v.  Magna y. 

An  action  hav-  J^ENNEDY  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
broughragainst  Master  should  not  review  his  taxation^  and  tax  the  plaintiff*! 
the  sheriflf  to      ^^g^g  ^p^^  ^jj^  lower  scalc.  according  to  the  "  Directions  to 

recover  a  less  *  ^  o 

sum  tban  20/.,    Taxing  Officers/'  Hilary  Term,  1834.     It  appeared  tbit 

the  plaintiff  ap-  .  «    i   i  .  •      .    ^i  i       -iw*     t 

plied  to  a  Judge  the  actiou  was  an  action  of  debt  against  the  sheriff:  the 
cauw^heard  be-  ^"*  ^^  indorsed  to  rccovcr  the  sum  of  <£19.  The  de- 
fore  the  coro-  fendaut  pleaded  the  general  issue.  The  plaintiff  had  applied 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  to  a  Judge  to  have  the  cause  tried  before  the  coroner,  p1l^ 
which  the  de-  suaut  to  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  17.  This  was  opposed 
wiled"  onVhe  ^^  *^®  grouud  that  the  coroner  was  not  a  proper  person 
ground  that  the  within  the  act  before  whom  the  cause  could  be  tried,  snd 

coroner  was  not  t»i%i-iti  i  m 

the  person  be-  Gumey,  B.  refused  the  order  on  that  ground.  The  plaintiff 
acrempowered  *^*®^  applied  (without  any  summons)  to  try  before  the  Judge 
the  Court  to  or-  ^f  ^]^q  Palace  Court,  or  that  the  venue  might  be  chanfed 

der  a  case  to  be  °  ^ 

tried ;  and  the  to  somc  Other  county,  but  uo  ordcr  was  made.     The  de- 

the  order  on  fcudaut  soou  after  took  out  a  summons  to  pay  the  £9  into 

PropM^irwire  ^ourt  and  have  the  proceedings  stayed,  which  was  refused. 

then  made  to  He  then  took  out  a  summons  to  withdraw  his  plea  and 

try  the  cause  * 

before  the  suffcr  judgment  by  default ;  and  an  order  to  that  effect 
PaiawCouTt,     was  accordingly  made  without  any  mention  of  costs.     The 

or  to  change 

the  venue;  both  of  which  were  objected  to  by  the  defendant.  The  defendant  then  obtained  leave 
to  withdraw  his  plea  and  suffer  judgment  by  default,  and  an  order  was  accordingly  made,  w\uA 
made  no  mention  of  the  costs: — Heldf  that  the  plaintiff's  costs  must  be  taxed  on  the  lower  icsk 
prescribed  by  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  and  that  if  he  wanted  to  tax  on  the  higher  scale,  W 
ought  to  have  applied  to  the  Judge,  on  the  summons  to  allow  the  defendant  to  withdraw  his 
plea,  to  make  it  a  condition  that  they  should  be  so  taxed. 

SembUf  that  the  Court  has  uo  power,  under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c  42,  s.  17,  to  direct  m  writ  of 
trial  to  the  coroner. 
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Master  taxed  the  costs  on  the  higher  scale^  on  the  ground  ^<^*-  ®/  ^'*«'» 
that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  opposed  the  cause  ^  '  ^ 

being  tried  before  an  inferior  Court.     The  defendant  then         Levt 
applied  to  Gumey,  B.,  for  an  order  for  the  Master  to  review      Maonat. 
bis  taxation^  but  the  learned  Judge  thought  that  the  Master 
was  rights  and  refused  to  interfere. 

Martin  now  shewed  cause  against  the  above  rule^  upon 
an  affidavit  which  disclosed  facts  tending  to  shew  that  the 
defendant's  proceedings  had  been  vexatious^  and  used  for 
the  purpose  of  delay.  He  contended^  firsts  that  the  direc- 
tions to  taxing  officers  were  not  peremptory ;  secondly^  that 
this  case  did  not  fall  within  the  rule^  as  the  debt  here  had 
not  been  recovered;  thirdly,  that  the  Court  would  look  at  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  and  the  equity  of  the  case ;  fourthly, 
that  Oumey,  B,,  having  refused  the  application,  the  Court 
ought  not  to  interfere. 

Kennedy,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  Cook  v.  Hunt  (o), 
and  contended  that  the  debt  had  been  recovered,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule ;  and  he  urged,  that  if  the  plainti£P 
wanted  the  costs  to  be  taxed  on  the  higher  scale,  he  should 
have  applied  to  the  Judge  who  gave  the  defendant  leave 
to  withdraw  his  plea,  to  make  that  condition  a  part  of  the 
order. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  it  best  to  adhere  to  the 
general  rule.  K  we  were  to  listen  to  such  applications,  and 
enter  into  the  merits  of  every  case,  we  should  in  reality 
have  no  rule  at  all,  and  we  think  the  best  way  is  to  adhere 
to  the  settled  rule. 

Aldsrson,  B. — If  we  were  to  allow  ourselves  to  enter 


(a)  5  M.  &  W.  161. 
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',  into  the  merits  of  cases  of  this  nature,  we  miglil 
have  no  rule  at  all,  as  the  Master  would  tax  eveiy  1 
the  knowledge  that  a  discretion  would  be  ezercia 
him  by  the  Court,  which  would  render  taxations 
The  intention  of  the  rule  was,  that  where  defendai 
driven  to  trr  at  Nisi  Prius  cases  involving  aoms  nn^ 
the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  taxed  on  tb 
scale;  and  this  on  the  ground  that  he  ought  to  li 
recourse  to  a  cheaper  mode  of  trial.  Here  he  has 
voured  to  do  so,  but  was  prevented  by  the  improp 
duct  of  the  defendant,  who  afterwards  changed  hi 
as  to  defending  the  action,  and  applied  for  leave  i 
draw  his  plea  on  payment  of  the  debt  due  to  the  p 
This  of  course  could  only  be  done  by  permission 
Judge ;  so  that,  in  making  the  rule  absolute,  we  si 
introduce  any  evil  for  the  future,  since  all  that  plaint 
have  to  do  under  similar  circumstances  will  be  to  8 
the  Judge  to  allow  the  action  to  be  discontinued^ 
the  defendant  will  consent  to  let  the  costs  be  ti 
the  higher  scale.  It  is  for  the  Judge  who  maki 
an  order  to  take  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  i 
consideration ;  but  where  there  is  no  order  for  the  p 
we  bave  a  definite  rule  to  go  by,  which  it  is  bette] 
here  to,  although  perhaps  productive  of  hardship 
particular  instance. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 
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B*eh.  of  Pleatt 

Gibson  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Birch,  a  Bankrupt,  t;.        1842. 

King. 

TNov.  23. 
ROVER  bj  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  under  the  bank-  a  penon  who 

mptcy  of  one  Emily  Ann  Birch;  the  declaration  con-  fny^.'^; {"^'^ 

taining  counts  on  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  and  also  ^'^s  house, 

where  guesu 
on  tnat  OI  tne  assignees.  are  entertained 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  week!e™chhav- 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  assignees  of  the  said  Emily  Ann  io^f^Tetf  "b^r 
Birch:  and  he  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  ^kinghis 

meals  with  the 

trading  and  act  of  bankruptcy.  proprietor  of 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  IradwwhWn* 
Middlesex  sittings  in  this  term,  that  some  time  previous  ****|  ^^*  *» 
to  the  alleged  bankruptcy,  Mrs.  Birch  took  a  house  in  Bed-  which  provides 
ford-place,  where  she  went  to  reside  with  her  family,  and  tuaiiers,  keep". 
fitted  it  up  as  a  boarding  and  lodging  house,  and  let  *JJero8"hoteis. 
lodgings  accordingly  to  different  persons  per  week  or  or  coffee- 
month,  according  to  agreement  and  the  quality  of  the  be  subjecr  to 
rooms  they  occupied,  wine  and  some  other  extras  being  uws.^   "^ 
charged  separately.    The  lodgers  had  their  several  bed- 
rooms, and  took    all  their  meals  with  the  mistress  of 
the  house.     Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  objected, 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  Mrs.  Birch  was  not  a 
trader  as  an  hotel  keeper,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2nd 
•ection  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  and  conse- 
quently ought  not  to  have  been  made  a  bankrupt.     The 
learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  reserving  leave  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  and  directed  the 
jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

KeUy  now  moved  accordingly.  The  question  in  this 
case  is,  whether  a  person  who  keeps  a  boarding  and  lodging 
house,  and  who  receives  persons  into  her  house  as  lodgers, 
and  contracts  to  provide  for  them  at  her  own  table  out  of 
one  common  stock  of  provisions,  is  a  trader  within  the 
meaning  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  2.    That  section  enacts^ 

VOL.  X.  Y  Y  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  "  that  all  bankers,  brokers,  and  persoiis  using  the  trade  01 

^     ^     ^    profession  of  a  scrivener,  receiving  other  men's  monies  oi 

Gibson       estates  into  their  trust  or  custody,  and  persons  insnrinf 

Kino.        ships  or  their  freight,  or  other  matters,  against  the  peiiL 

of  the  sea,  warehousemen,  wharfingers,  packers,  builders 

carpenters,  shipwrights,  victuallers,  keepers  of  inns,  taverns 

hotels,  or  coffee-houses,  dyers,  printers,  bleachers,  fullers 

calenderers,  cattle  or  sheep  salesmen,  and  all  persons  usinj 

the  trade  of  merchandize  by  way  of  bargaining,  exchange 

bartering,  commissions,  consignment,  or  otherwise,  in  grosi 

or  by  retail;  and  all  persons  who,  either  for  themselves  oi 

as  agents  or  factors  for  others,  seek  their  living  by  buying 

and  selling,  or  by  buying  and  letting  for  hire,  or  by  tb 

workmanship  of  goods  or  commodities,  shall  be  deemec 

traders  liable  to  become  bankrupt/'     It  is  true,  that  ii 

the  case  of  Smith  v.  Scott  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  keepei 

of  a  private  lodging  house,  over  which  there  was  no  sigD 

who  took  in  her  guests  to  board  for  longer  or  shorte 

periods,  according  to  circumstances,  and  made  a  profit  h] 

supplying  them  with  provisions  if  required,  fell  within  th 

word  ''  hotel  keeper'^  in  this  section;  but,  supposing  tha 

case  to  be  sound  law,  it  is  distinguishable  from  the  presen 

on  two  grounds ;  first,  that  the  bankrupt  there  took  u 

guests  to  lodge  by  the  night ;  and  secondly,  that  the  pro 

visions  supplied  were  kept  separate  for  the  use  of  the  in 

dividuals  who  ordered  them,  and  did  not  form  part  of  : 

common  stock  to  supply  a  common  table,  as  in  the  presen 

case.     In  that  case  the  provisions  were  cooked  for  th 

lodger  for  profit,  so  that  there  was  a  direct  buying  ant 

selling;  which  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  the  case  wher 

what  is  provided  forms  one  common  stock.     It  would  b 

carrying  the  construction  of  this  act  a  great  way,  to  sa; 

that  a  person  who  keeps  a  lodging  house,  and  merely  pro 

vides,  at  the  request  of  the  person  lodging,   a  dinner  a 

his  own  table,  is  to  be  deemed  a  trader  within  the  bank 

(a)  9  Bing.  14 ;  2  M.  &:  Scolt,  35. 
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rupt  laws.    It  is  at  all  events  a  difiFerent  case  from  the  Bxch.  ofpietu, 
one  where  the  person  supplies  provisions  not  for  his  own  ^ 

use  at  all,  but  for  the  use  of  his  lodgers  at  a  profit.  In  the  Gibbon 
case  of  Smith  v.  Scott,  there  were  these  distinctions :  first,  Kiko. 
that  the  lodger  sometimes  stayed  only  a  single  night,  which 
brings  it  near  to  the  ordinary  case  of  an  hotel  keeper;  and 
secondly,  that  the  provisions  were  supplied  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  usually  are  in  an  hotel.  [Lord  Abinffer, 
C.  B. — Here  we  have  the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Bank- 
mptcy  that  this  constituted  a  trading  within  the  act  {a) .]  If 
this  is  to  be  considered  a  trading,  we  shall  scarcely  know 
where  to  stop ;  it  will  be  difficult  to  distinguish  the  case  of 
a  lodging-house  keeper  from  that  of  a  schoolmaster,  or 
even  from  the  case  of  any  individual  who  may  at  any  one 
time  receive  a  person  to  board  or  lodge  in  his  house. 
[Alderson,  B. — The  case  of  a  schoolmaster  is  plainly  dis- 
tinguishable.] Yes:  it  may  be  said  that  the  primary  ob- 
ject there  is  the  giving  instruction.  But  if  a  person  who 
keeps  a  private  lodging  house  is  to  fall  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  bankrupt  laws,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  the  case  of  the  Dames  at  Eton,  or  from 
that  of  persons  who  keep  furnished  houses  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  large  schools,  where  the  masters  or  persons 
connected  with  the  schools  reside,  and  have  their  own 
honses  in  which  to  feed  and  board  the  boys  attending  the 
scliools.  It  cannot  be  said  but  that  such  persons  in  some 
way  furnish  provisions,  and  buy  and  sell  them  at  a  profit, 
and  are  in  that  sense  of  the  word  hotel  keepers,  and  so 
subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  at  all 
for  this  motion,  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  resuscitate  the 
question  abready  decided  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  rather  a  stronger  case. 

(a)  The  judgment  of  Sir  John  Cross  to  this  effect  was  pronounced  on 
thelOthof  July,  1842. 

Y  Y  2 
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Mitek.  of  Pi9M,      Parki^  B. — ^The  case  of  Smith  v.  Scoii  having  been  i 
"  ^    cided^  I  think  the  present  one  cannot  be  distinguish 

GiBioN       from  it^  and  therefore  that  this  person  was  a  trader^  si 
ll^iMo.        liable  to  the  bankrupt  laws. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appo 
to  me  that  this  case  is  stronger  than  that  of  Smiih  v.  Sa 
That  was  the  case  of  a  lodging-house  keeper;  this  is  t 
case  of  a  person  who  takes  people  in  to  boards  and  mal 
a  profit  by  every  body  who  comes  to  the  house.  I  thi 
the  case  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Pari 
ment. 

Rule  refosed. 


jVov.23,  Doe  d.  Carter  and  Others  v.  Roe. 

Where  a  person  JSrOS  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  one  Edwa 
under^ana^ree-  Oriffin^  the  tenant  in  possession  of  the  premises  sought 
in*"  froin''uar.  ^®  recovered  by  this  ejectment^  to  shew  cause  why,  on  beii 
tcr  to  quarter,  admitted  defendant^  besides  entering  into  the  common  n 
ment  provided  and  giving  the  common  undertakings  he  should  not  ent 
fhoui'd  qutrjos.  ^"^®  ^^®  recognizauce  required  by  the  stat.  1  Geo.  4,  c.  8 
seMion  upon       s.  1,  to  pay  the  costs  and  damages  which  should  be  recover 

receiving  six  .      . 

months'  notice    by  the  plaintiff.     It  appeared  that  Griffin  had  been  p 

in  writinff,  and     .    .  •  /•  ^i  •  •  .'        \  •» 

in  the  event  of  ^i^to  possessiou  of  the  premises  in  question  by  one  Jam 
Hlciw  to  iu  Collins,  who  had  taken  them  from  a  Mr.  Spenlove,  und 
ale,  &c,  a  memorandum  of  agreement  dated  the  14th  of  Octobc 

through  mii-  r\  y^^  ^ 

conduct  at  any  1840,  aud  made  between  James  Colhns  of  the  one  ps 

tenn,  ahoufd  ^  ^^^  John  Fraucis  Spenlove  of  the  other  part^  signed  1 

*u!t°  ''"'^e'ilion  ^^^^  parties,  which,  after  reciting  that  Spenlove  had  let 

on  being  re-  Collins  all  the  messuages  and  premises  in  question,  to  ho 

quested  lotodo  ^^^v 

by  )iu landlord:  them  from  the  31st  December,  1840,  as  tenant  from  qua 

HeU,  that  he 

had  neither  a 

tenancy  from  year  to  year,  nor  a  term  certain  in  the  premises,  within  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  a.  1,  so 

Co  entitle  the  landlord  in  ejectment  to  compel  him  to  give  security  for  costs  under  that  act. 
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ter  to  quarter,  at  the  quarterly  rent  of  five  guineas,  it  was  EjccH.  of  puat, 
witnessed,  that  Collins,  his  executors,  &c.  did  thereby  agree 
that  he  would,  during  the  tenure  of  the  said  messuage,  ob-* 
tain  a  license  to  sell  ale  &c.,  and  that  he  would  quit  posses- 
sion at  the  end  of  any  three  calendar  months,  VLipon  receiving 
notice  in  writing;  and  that  if  he  should  lose  his  license,  he 
would  then  forthwith  quit  possession  on  being  requested  by 
Spenloye,  and  without  any  notice  for  that  purpose.  The 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  the  devisees  of  Spenlove,  and 
had  given  the  tenant  a  three^months'  notice  to  quit,  which 
expired  on  the  31st  of  March,  1843. 

Marsh  shewed  cause. — This  application  is  founded  on 
the  stat.  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  s.  1,  which  enacts  ''  that  where 
the  term  or  interest  of  any  tenant  now  or  hereafter  holding 
under  a  lease  or  agreement  in  writing,  any  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments,  for  any  term  or  number  of  years  certain, 
or  from  year  to  year,  shall  have  expired  or  been  determined 
either  by  the  landlord  or  tenant,  by  regular  notice  to  quit ; 
find  such  tenant,  or  any  one  holding  or  claiming  by  or  under 
him,  shall  refuse  to  deliver  up  possession  accordingly,  after 
lawftQ  demand  in  writing  &c.,  and  the  landlord  shall  there- 
upon proceed  by  action  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of 
possession  &c.,''  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  landlord  to 
move  the  court  for  a  rule  for  such  tenant  or  person  to  shew 
cause  why  such  tenant  or  person,  on  being  admitted  de- 
fendant, besides  entering  into  the  common  rule  and  giving 
the  common  undertaking  &;c.,  '^  should  not  enter  into  a  re- 
oogniaance  by  himself  and  two  sufficient  sureties,  in  a  rea- 
■onable  sum,  conditioned  to  pay  the  costs  and  damages 
which  shall  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  &c.'' 
Now  in  this  case  the  agreement  does  not  shew  either  a 
holding  for  a  term  or  number  of  years  certain,  or  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year.  This  is  an  act  conferring  an  extraordinary 
remedy  on  landlords,  and  therefore  the  Courts  will  not  ex- 
tend it,  if  the  case  be  not  strictly  within  the  act.    In  Doe 
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£«e*.  rf  Pleat,  d.  Pembertofi  v.  Roe  (a),  a  tenancy  for  jean  deten 

i^Zl^     on  lives  was  decided  not  to  be  within  the  act.    So  in 

Bradford  v.  Roe  {b),  where  a  tenant  held  from  year 

but  without  a  lease  or  agreement  in  writing,  it  was  1 

to  be  within  the  act.     In  Doe  d.  CardiffaH  y.  Roe 

statute  was  held  not  to  extend  to  a  lessee  holding  o^ 

notice  to  quit  given  by  himself,  where  the  tenancy  ] 

expired  by  effluxion  of  time.     And  in  Doe  d.   7! 

Roe  {d),  Lord  Tenierden  laid  it  down  generally  t! 

statute  "  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  tenancy,  if  1: 

has  expired  by  effluxion  of  time ;  or  if  by  a  yearly  t 

where  it  has  been  determined  by  a  regular  notice  t 

and  he  adds^  '^  the  words  used  by  it  are  clear  and  v 

guous.^'    And  Parke,  J.,  there  says,  '^  I  own  that  if 

not  for  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Cardigan  y.  Roe,  I  shoul 

opinion  that  this  was  a  case  not  only  within  the  n 

but  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the  terms  of  this  aci 

after  the  decision  in  that  case,  which  decision  ht 

acquiesced  in  for  some  time,  I  think  it  better  to 

uniformity  in  the  practice,  and  not  overrule  that  de 

ation,  by  going  out  of  the  words  into  that  which  ^ 

conceive  to  be  the  substantial  meaning  of  the  act.'^ 

Bros,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Here  the  agreeme 
stitutes  the  tenancy.  Although  it  commences  by  a 
it  fixes  the  terms  of  the  tenancy,  viz.  to  hold  from  t 
of  December,  as  tenant  from  quarter  to  quarter  at  a  qi 
notice;  that  is  a  holding  for  half  a  year  at  least 
lessee  is  to  have  the  premises  for  one  quarter  absi 
subject  to  a  quarter's  notice  determining  the  U 
That  is  enough  to  constitute  an  agreement  for  a  tei 
tain,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  It  is  a  holdin 
term  certain,  though  not  from  year  to  year,  and  th 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  2.  (rf)  2  B.  &  Adol.  922 ; 

(6)  5  B.  &  Aid.  770.  P.  C.  146. 

(c)  1  D.  &  R.  540. 


ff 


IloLFE,  B.^  concurred. 

Rule  discharged^  without  costs. 
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lature,  by  introducing  the  words  "  or  from  year  to  year/'  Exek,  of  PUat, 
do  not  render  it  less  a  term  certain. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  statute  itself  makes  a  distinc- 
tion between  a  tenancy  for  a  term  certain  and  one  from 
year  to  year,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  present  hold- 
ing does  not  come  within  either  description.  The  rule 
must  therefore  be  discharged ;  but  as  there  was  a  reasonable 
doubt  whether  the  case  was  within  the  act,  it  must  be  dis- 
charged without  costs. 

Parke,  B. — The  tenancy  in  this  case  is  not  for  a  term 
certain,  as  it  depends  upon  the  time  when  notice  to  quit  is 
given.  As  soon  as  notice  is  given  on  the  first  day  of  the 
quarter,  then  it  becomes  a  term  for  three  months  certain ; 
until  then,  the  term  is  uncertain. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  mere 
insertion  in  the  agreement  of  a  particular  time  does  not 
render  the  holding  a  "  term  certain.^ 


Frost  v.  Hayward.  y^v,  24. 

X  HIS  was  an  interpleader  rule,  obtained  under  the  1st  a  rule  obtained 
section  of  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58.     Pashley,  who  appeared  vh!*wiiich*  in  ' 
for  the  claimant,  objected  that  the  jurat  of  the  aflSdavit  on  '^*ed  tVbT** 
which  the  rule  was  obtained  was  defective.    The  affidavit  '^o™  *>«fo»^ 

•*  J.  L.  1 

purported  to  be  sworn  before  '^  J.  L.,  a  Master  extraordi-  master  eztraor- 
nary  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  :'*  but  it  was  clear  that  H?gh^Court  of 
an  affidavit  intitled  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  could  be  ?'**"^*7'"  ^^ 

^  for  this  defect 

taken  only  before  a  commissioner  of  this  Court.   He  insisted  discharged  with 

COtfe. 
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Bxeh.  of  pum,  that  for  this  defect  the  rule  must  be  discharged  with  codi, 

and  for  this  cited  Houlden  v.  Fas$(m  (a),  Blaciweil  v.  20- 
len  {b),  and  Shaw  v.  Perkin  (c). 

/.  Henderson,  for  the  defendant. — On  reference  to  the 
list  of  commissioners  for  taking  affidavits  in  this  Conrt,  it 
will  be  found  that  the  person  before  whom  this  affidavit  was 
sworn  is  in  fact  one  of  those  commissioners^  aa  well  as  a 
Master  extraordinary  in  Chancery :  and  the  Court  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  its  own  officers^  and  not  permit  a  meie 
verbal  error  such  as  this  to  vitiate  the  affidavit^  or,  at  all 
events,  to  subject  the  party  to  costs. 

Lord  Abinoer,C.B. — I  certainly  should  be  much  disposed 
to  disallow  this  objection  if  I  could,  but  I  think  we  cannot 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  names  of  our  officers.  The  role 
must  therefore  be  discharged ;  and  upon  the  authority  of 
the  cases  which  have  been  cited,  it  must  be  discharged  with 
costs,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant,  to  whose  negligence  the 
mistake  is  attributable. 

Parke,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLPE,  B. — In  Blackwelly,  Allen,  the  Court  were  induced 
to  discharge  the  rule  without  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
such  had  been  the  usual  practice ;  but  certainly  that  was 
imposing  the  costs  of  an  error  on  the  wrong  party. 

Rule  discharged,  with  coats  (<Q« 

(a)  6  Bing  236 ;  4  Mo.  &  P.  1 26.      tlie  Court  of  Queen*8  Bencb,  m  a 
(6)  7  M.  &  W.  146.  case  of  Doe  d.  HiU  ▼.  HiU,  E.  T, 


(e)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (M.  S.)  306.       1843,  discharged  a  rule  uMk  cotUt 
(d)  On  the  authority  of  this  case,      for  a  similar  defect  in  the  afiidaTit 
and  of  the  others  referred  to  above,      on  which  it  was  obtained. 
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Ejeek,  of  Pleatf 
1842. 

Doe  d.  Pratten  v.  Board*  ^"^T^^^TT^ 

-^  Nov.  23. 

L  HE  plaintiff  having  delivered  a  declaration  in  ejectment.  After  a  mie  for 
and  obtained  a  rule  for  judgment,  the  defendant  delivered  ejecUDenV^ 
a  plea,  together  with  the  consent  rule  signed  by  him,  •K»in«<J'>« 
signed  judgment  of  non  pros,  for  want  of  a  replication,  and  the  defendant 
taxed  his  costs.     The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  did  not  enter  plea  and  con- 
into  the  consent  rule ;  and  having  on  this  ground  refused  fauJriJf  which* 
to  pay  the  costs,  Thomas  obtained  a  rule  callinir  upon  the  lewor  of th« 

^  ,  .  or        plaintiff  nerer 

him  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  joined,  and 
the  judgment  of  non  pros.,  or  join  in  the  consent  rule,  non^roi.  was 
The  application  was  founded  on  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Vict.,  1^^^"^^^^^ 
which  provides,  ''  that  a  party  entitled  to  appear  to  a  de-  that  the  Court 
claration  in  ejectment,  may  appear  and  plead  thereto  at  either  under  the 
any  time  after  service  of  such  declaration,  and  before  the  ^^i^^  ^,  oth^" 
end  of  the  fourth  day  after  the  term  in  which  the  tenant  T"*;  ^  co™P«i 

'  the  lessor  of 

is  required  by  the  notice  to  appear,  and  may  proceed  to  the  plaintiff 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  reply  thereto,  or  may  sign  judgment  eoi^!|,^or  joinia 
of  non  pros.,  notwithstanding  such  plaintiff  may  not  have  JlJ^J  <»«*^nt 
obtained  a  rule  for  judgment  on  such  service  of  declara- 
tion; and  that  a  plaintiff  who  may  have  omitted  to  obtain 
a  rule  for  judgment  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  pre- 
sent rules  and  practice,  shall  be  entitled,  on  production  of 
such  plea,  to  an  order  of  a  Judge  for  leave  to  draw  up  a 
rule  for  judgment,  as  of  the  time  at  which  such  rule  should 
have  been  obtained .'' 

Prideaux  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  Court  has  no  author- 
ity to  grant  this  application,  for  it  has  no  power  to  award 
costs  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  before  he  has  entersd 
into  the  consent  rule,  because  until  then  the  real  parties  are 
not  before  the  Court:  Goodrighi  d.  Ward  v.  Badtitle  (a), 
which  was  fully  recognised  in  Doe  d.Femonv.iZoe  (6).  And 

(a)  2  W.  Black.  763. 
(h)  7  Ad.  &  £11.  14;  2  Nev.  &  Per.  237. 


i 

i 
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Sk*.  ^  Pint,  although  the;  will  stay  the  prooeedinga  in  ft  second  qe 

'    ■    ment,  brought  for  the  same  premises,  until  the  costs  of  t 

Dob         grst  ore  ^aiA,DoeA.Lat^donY.tiangdon{a) ;  that  princi] 

PuTTKH      does  not  apply  where  the  soit  is  abeady  at  an  end.     E 

Bda'kd.       condly,  the  Court  cannot  compel  the  plaintiff  to  enter  in 

the  consent  rule;  for  the  proceedings  in  the  canse  beii 

at  an  end,  they  cannot  compel  a  person  who  never  « 

before  the  Court  to  take  a  step  in  the  catue;  although, 

he  came  in  to  ask  a  favour,  they  might  impose  that  up 

him  as  one  of  the  terms  of  granting  it.     The  rule  of  H. 

4  Vict,  does  not  apply,  the  object  of  that  rule  being 

enable  the  real  defendant  to  appear  and  defend  the  actio 

without  tliG  formal  proceeding  of  obtaining  a  role  for  jnd 

ment  against  the  casual  ejector. 

Thtmuu,  in  support  of  the  role. — The  lessor  of  the  plai 
tiff,  by  appearing  on  the  present  occasion,  has  declar 
himself  to  be  the  real  plaintiff  in  the  suit,  and  that  at  la 
gives  the  Court  jurisdiction  over  him.  But  the  rule  is  a] 
applicable,  for  the  intention  of  it  was  that  the  defends 
should  be  entitled  to  costs,  the  object  of  it  being  to  pi 
veut  defendants  from  being  harassed  by  vexatious  procec 
ings  in  this  action. 

Lord  ABtNOGB,  C.B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Coi 
has  no  power  to  grant  costs  in  this  case.  The  rale  of  H. 
4  Vict,  was  made  for  the  convenience  of  defendants,  ai 
not  in  order  to  punish  plaintiffs  in  ejectment.  The 
costs  were  therefore  improperly  taxed,  and  as  there  w 
no  ground  for  moving  for  this  rule,  it  must  be  dischai^ 
with  costs. 

Parke,  B. — The  general  rule  in  question  applies 
those  cases  only  where  no  judgment  against  the  casv 

(a)  d  B.  &  Adol.  864 ;  3  Nev.  &  Man.  848. 
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ejector  has  been  moved  for  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  E^teh.  of  PUat, 
and  the  intention  of  it  was  to  give  the  tenant  the  benefit 
of  an  opportunity  to  come  in  and  defend  the  action^  with- 
out putting  him  to  the  trouble  of  searching  to  see  if  judg- 
ment against  the  casual  ejector  had  been  moved  for.  The 
rule  is  not  very  clearly  expressed^  as  to  the  consequences  of 
the  plaintiff^s  not  proceeding  afterwards :  but,  at  all  events, 
it  is  applicable  to  those  cases  only  where  parties  have 
availed  themselves  of  its  provisions ;  and  as  far  as  the  old 
practice  is  concerned,  the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Prideaux 
are  clear  to  the  point,  that  the  Court  has  no  power  to 
compel  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  costs  of  a 
judgment  of  non  pros,  until  he  enters  into  the  consent 
rule. 


Aldebson,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


HOBLOCK  V.  LeDIABD. 

JLn  this  case,  which  was  an  action  of  trespass,  22.  V.  Bich- 
ards  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  plaintiff 
should  not  deliver  to  the  defendant  particulars  of  the  griev- 
ances on  which  he  relied,  and  the  particular  premises  and 
places  in  which  he  intended  to  allege  them  to  have  been 
committed.  The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  application 
in  substance  stated,  that  the  defendant  had  read  a  copy  of 
the  declaration,  and  that,  from  the  general  and  vague  form 
thereof,  he  was  unable  to  ascertain  the  grievances  which 
the  plaintiff  intended  to  rely  on,  and  that  unless  the  plaintiff 
described  the  same  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  the  times 
when  committed,  it  would  be  impossible  to  plead  to  the 
action. — As  long  as  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  declare  in 
this  general  form,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  allowed  par* 


The  Court  will 
not  grant  par- 
ticulars in  an 
action  of  trea- 
pats,  on  the 
mere  affidavit 
of  the  defend-, 
ant  that  he  had 
read  the  decla- 
ration, and  that 
from  the  gene- 
ral and  vagQe 
form  thereof  he 
was  unable  to 
asoertaln  the 
grievances  on 
which  the 
plaintiff  in« 
tended  to  rely ; 
bat  some  spe- 
cial ground 
must  be  shewn 
as  a  reason  for 
granting  tht 
rule. 


«-«=«> ^    Kelly  •: 


HtnxxT  r.  Baktdit. 


V.  r.  M  d 


aa  \MtiMvk  &  rale  caSi^  vptm  tbe  plainti 
•JL.  saev  cane  txt  ik  cogaorit  pT«&  br  the  defendutt  i 
liia  ae:^^.  aad  <n  vticfa  jadgment  had  been  signed  u 
'  fMcaaoa  2Mae<  iknld  not  be  Kt  asde,  od  the  groai 
\:^^  iSa  ^undon  vaa  dcA  attcMed  in  the  mann^  nqnin 
;  by  1  fc  2  Vks.  c  110,  a.  9.  The  attestation  vai  u  fbj 
^^^i^  ^-C^  »*■  -  "  Wiinaaed  hy  me,  WUliam  Pemberton,  aa  the  ■! 
csnKM  fctrv  tcmer  of  the  ^d  William  Baiton,  attending  at  the  execu 
jtttt.  »w  «i-  tion  boeof  at  hia  reqocit,  and  expieaalf  named  by  bim.- 
tr^r^  William  Pemberton,  Piescot,  I«ncashire."  The  groimi 
»*f L^XiM.  *^  objection  was,  that  the  attestation  did  not  contain  H 
TbtMtx—  eipresa  allegation  that  the  mbacnbiog  vitnesa  wai  tb 
c«Buii;  iratda     attorney  of  the  defeudajit. 


thai  ibt  laWcTibiDg  ■ 


■J  af  ibc  piTly  (iccadng  it,  ud  that  he  ittnti « 
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Erie  and  Athertan  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  .question  here  Sxek.  0/  pum, 

1842 
turns  on  the  construction  of  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110^ 

8.  9^  which  enacts^  that  "  no  warrant  of  attorney  or  cogno- 
vit actionem  shall  be  of  any  force,  unless  there  shall  be 
present  some  attorney  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  on 
behalf  of  such  person,  expressly  named  by  him  and  attend- 
ing at  his  request,  to  inform  him  of  the  nature  and  effect 
of  such  warrant  or  cognovit  before  the  same  is  executed, 
which  attorney  shall  subscribe  his  name  as  a  witness  to 
the  due  execution  thereof,  and  thereby  declare  himself  to 
be  attorney  for  the  person  executing  the  same,  and  state 
that  he  subscribes  as  such  attorney : "  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  provisions  of  this  section  are  not  virtually 
complied  with,  by  the  attorney  declaring  in  the  attestation 
that  he  witnesses  the  document  as  the  attorney  for  the  party 
signing,  or  whether  an  additional  averment  is  necessary, 
that  he  was  the  attorney  acting  for  the  defendant  on  the 
occasion  in  question,  and  that  he  signs  his  name  as  such. 
The  statute  does  not  prescribe  any  particular  form  of  at- 
testation. Thus,  although  it  says  the  attorney  shall ''  there- 
by declare''  himself  such,  the  meaning  of  either  of  these 
two  words  might  be  expressed  by  words  equivalent.  The 
question  therefore  is  entirely  one  of  legal  effect;  and  in 
this  point  of  view,  a  man's  declaring  that  he  acts  and  sub- 
scribes as  attorney  for  a  party,  would  be  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion, even  in  pleading,  that  he  was  the  attorney  of  that 
party.  An  averment  in  a  declaration  that  A.  B.  sues  as 
the  executor  of  C.  D.  has  been  always  considered  as  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  of  A.  B.'s  representative  character.  EUdng- 
tcm  V.  Holland  {a)  was  relied  upon  on  moving  for  this  rule, 
but  that  case  is  distinguishable  firom  the  present,  and 
besides,  the  Court  were  not  unanimous  upon  this  point. 
There  the  allegation  was,  "  I  subscribe  myself  as  attorney 
for  the  said  J.  A.,  expressly  named  by  him  to  attest  his 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  695. 
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£rc*.  0/  puast  execution  of  these  presents ; ''  which  is  consistent  with  his 

1842 

not  beiug  the  attorney  of  J..A.  at  the  time  of  the  execution 

of  the  warrant  of  attorney^  as  he  might  have  previously  re- 
Toked  the  authority.  And  further  the  attestation  there  did 
not  contain  the  words  "  attending  at  the  execution  hereof  st 
his  request/'  But  here  the  attestation  states  that  the  wit- 
ness is  clothed  with  the  character  he  assumes,  as  weU  ai 
that  he  attended  as  such  at  the  defendant's  request.  The 
attestation  is  therefore  sufficient. 

Kelly,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It  would  be  impossible  to 
hold  this  attestation  to  be  sufficient,  without  overturning 
the  principle  of  every  decision  which  has  occurred  on  this 
subject.  That  principle  has  been,  to  enact  a  substantial,  if 
not  a  literal,  compliance  with  the  words  of  the  act,  which  in 
express  terms  requires  that  two  distinct  things  shall  appear 
in  the  attestation ;  one,  that  the  attorney  subscribes  his 
name  as  a  witness  for  the  party  executing  the  document; 
the  other,  that  he  is  the  attorney  for  the  party,  and  that 
he  subscribes  his  name  as  such.  To  allow  an  exemption 
from  either  of  these  requisites,  or  to  hold  that  one  is 
included  in  the  other,  would  be  contrary  to  the  plain 
intention  of  the  legislature.  If  otherwise,  a  person  might 
attest  the  instrument  as  the  attorney,  without  having  seen 
it  before^  or  even  without  being  an  attorney  at  all.  But 
the  act  requires  that  he  shall  declare  that  he  is  the  at- 
torney of  the  party,  and  that  he  attests  as  such. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  attes- 
tation to  this  cognovit  is  insufficient,  and  this  rule  must 
therefore  be  made  absolute,  on  the  terms  of  the  plaintiff 
restoring  the  money  levied,  and  the  defendants  undertak- 
ing to  bring  no  action.  A  glance  at  the  spirit  of  modem 
legislation  will  assist  us  in  forming  our  judgment  on 
questions  of  this  nature.  No  man  can  doubt  that  the 
feeling  of  the  times,  whether  rightly  or  not  it  is  unneces- 
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sary  to  say,  runs  in  favour  of  defendants  and  of  prisoners ;  ^«*«  »/  '*''«•» 
and  this  section  of  the  act  of  Parliament  under  consideration  - 

was  passed  with  a  view  to  carry  still  further  than  before  Hibb«rt 
certain  provisions  which  had  existed  in  their  favour  by  the  Barton. 
rales  of  the  courts  at  Westminster.  Undfer  these  circum- 
stances, we  must  look  at  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  con- 
strue it  as  well  as  we  can.  I  do  not  say  that  this  attestation 
would  not  be  primd  facie  evidence  of  Pemberton's  being  the 
attorney  of  the  defendant,  or  possibly  even  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  verdict  against  him  in  an  action  for  negligence.  But 
in  this  section  the  legislature  requires  something  more,  and 
provides,  not  only  that  the  party  executing  a  cognovit  or 
warrant  of  attorney  shall  have  an  attorney  employed  by  him- 
self, present  attending  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  in 
order  to  acquaint  him  with  the  nature  and  consequences  of 
the  act  he  is  about  to  do,  but  further,  that  the  attorney  so 
attending  shall  subscribe  his  name  to  the  document  as  a 
witness  to  the  due  execution  thereof,  and  thereby,  that  is 
to  say,  by  such  attestation  or  subscription  of  his  name,  de- 
clare himself  to  be  such  attorney,  and  that  he  subscribes 
the  paper  as  such :  in  a  word,  he  must  not  only  be  the  at- 
torney employed  at  the  time,  and  declare  himself  such  by 
his  attendance,  but  he  must  subscribe  his  name  as  such. 
The  legislature  requires  two  things  to  be  done,  one  of  which 
might  perhaps  have  been  dispensed  with ;  but  as  they  re- 
quire two,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  say  that,  in  prescribing 
either,  they  used  redundant  words,  and  that  a  compliance 
with  the  other  only  is  sufficient.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  safest  rule  for  us  to  follow  will  be,  to  construe  the  act 
literaUy,  and  say,  that  although  we  may  not  see  the  use  of 
this  double  provision,  still,  as  the  legislature  requires  it,  we 
must  enforce  it.  It  is  possible  that  there  may  be  a  case 
where  a  distinction  might  be  taken  between  the  two  things 
prescribed  by  the  latter  part  of  this  section,  as  conditions 
requisite  to  the  validity  of  such  an  attestation.  Suppose, 
for  instance,  a  xnan  about  to  execute  a  warrant  of  at- 
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Bjcch.  rf  PUm»,  toraey  or  a  cognovit  had  a  private  friend  an   attomejTj 

and  the  question  arose  whether,  by  his  8ig;iiature  as  such  to 
the  instrument,  the  statute  had  been  complied  with.  In 
such  a  case  it  would  be  perfectly  competent  to  him  to 
swear  that  he  subscribed  the  instrument  as  attorney  for 
the  party,  although  in  fact  he  was  not  the  attorney  in 
the  actual  transaction,  and  did  not  know  what  the  do- 
cument was  about.  Suppose  the  client  were  to  say,  '' Yea 
are  my  attorney,  please  to  sign  this  paper  for  me,^'  whidi 
he  does.  The  man  is  his  attorney  in  other  mattersy  and 
may  therefore  truly  state  himself  to  be  his  attorney,  and 
it  is  equally  true  that  he  signs  as  such,  and  vet  the  in* 
tention  of  the  statute  would  not  be  complied  with:  so 
that  we  see  there  may  be  cases  where  a  man  might  sub- 
scribe such  a  document  as  an  attorney,  and  yet  not  be  the 
attorney  for  the  party  signing  in  the  actual  transaction,  and 
consequently  not  authenticating  the  instrument  with  that 
evidence  which  the  statute  requires,  namely^  that  he  wti 
the  attorney  in  the  particular  transaction.  If  the  case  I 
have  put  be  possible,  it  shews  this  construction  of  the 
statute  to  be  correct ;  and  I  own  I  am  disposed  to  foUov 
the  words  of  the  act,  and  as  it  requires  both  clauses  to  be 
inserted  in  the  attestation,  they  ought  to  be  so  inserted. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  several  decided  cases  were 
referred  to,  all  of  which,  however,  have  reference  to  the 
other  part  of  this  section,  which  requires  that  the  attor* 
ney  present  on  the  part  of  every  person  signing  a  cognovit 
or  warrant  of  attorney  shall  be  expressly  named  by  him, 
and  attending  at  his  request,  in  order  to  inform  him  of  its 
nature  and  effect.  Undoubtedly  it  seems  a  somewhat  un- 
necessary  thing,  after  that,  to  declare  himself  as  the  at- 
torney; and  the  present  case  is  the  first,  that  I  am  aware 
of,  in  which  the  Courts  have  been  called  on  defini« 
tively  to  put  a  construction  on  the  latter  branch  of  this 
section.  But,  upon  the  whole,  as  we  do  not  find  in  this 
attestation  any  words  expressly  declaring  that  the  party 
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attesting  was  the  attorney  at  the  request  of  the  party  Exeh.  of  pum, 
signing^  we  must  say  that  the  act  of  Parliament  has  not    .     ^'  . 
been  complied  with,  and  the  rule  to  set  aside  this  cognovit      Hibbsrt 
must  therefore  be  made  absolute,  on  the  terms  I  have      Barton. 
already  mentioned. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  and  although  I 
have  hitherto  entertained  considerable  doubt  on  this  ques- 
tion, and  have  some  little  stiU,  I  think,  upon  the  whole, 
the  better  course  will  be  to  follow  the  words  of  the  act 
of  Parliament,  according  to  their  common  and  ordinary 
construction.  It  appears  to  me,  that  in  this  section  the 
legislature  requires  a  definite  thing  to  be  done,  namely,  a 
9ubscribing  of  the  name  of  the  attorney  to  the  due  execu- 
tion of  the  instrument,  the  mode  of  doing  which  is  di- 
rected to  be  by  a  memorandum  of  attestation,  in  which  he 
is  both  to  declare  himself  the  attorney  of  the  party  exe- 
cuting that  instrument,  and  to  state  that  he  subscribes  as 
such  attorney.  I  agree  that  no  precise  form  of  words  is 
rendered  necessary  for  this  purpose  by  the  act ;  but  still 
those  which  are  used  must  be  such  as  will  enable  the 
Courts  to  collect  both  the  facts  which  I  have  stated, 
namely,  that  the  attesting  attorney  was  present  for  the 
'purpose  of  advising  the  defendant  as  to  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  instrument,  and  that  he  attested  it  as  such 
attorney.  Between  these  two  things  there  certainly  is  a 
difference ;  for  at  the  very  moment  of  the  execution  of  a 
cognovit  or  warrant  of  attorney,  a  man  might  come  into 
the  room  and  witness  its  execution,  who  had  not  previously 
been  the  attorney  of  the  party  in  the  way  required  by  the 
statute,  namely,  by  giving  to  that  party  the  benefit  of  his 
professional  advice.  If  any  possible  case  can  be  put,  shew- 
ing a  distinction  between  the  things  required  in  these 
two  clauses  of  this  section,  it  is  a  sufficient  foundation  for 
our  judgment;  and  if  even  we  could  see  none,  inasmuch  as 
the  words  of  the  statute  embrace  both  cases,  we  ought  to 

VOL.  x.  z  z  M.  w. 


Aft 
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adiiare  co  them.  It  »  enougii  tlierefore  fbr  me  to  n 
preaeat,  that  as  I  cmanot  br  necesmfT  iiifiereiioe  eollect  i 
zhe  vonxs  used  in  this  atteatadon,  namelr,  that  the  all 
in^  ▼imesB  ssned  it  "  aa  attomer"  for  the  party  execQ 
liie  ccsnovic.  that  he  was  the  attorney  acting  for  that  p 
tiir:ii;riou:  the  transaction,  I  think  I  am  bonnd  to  hold 
anescatioa  iasofcient.  We  oo^t  not  to  preanme  that 
Ie»IatTire  wooLi  make  use  of  a  rednndant  expression; 
therefore  as  the  language  ther  have  inserted  in  thii 
recxr»  the  attomeT  to  declare  in  the  attestation 
sab:«cnbes  it  for  the  party  signing,  as  the  attorney  appoii 
in  the  m.uiner  required  in  the  prerions  part  of  the  sect 
ve  oaght  not  to  read  the  sentence  as  if  it  were  a  snflSc 
compliance  with  the  enactment  tat  him  to  say  genen 
that  it  is  witnessed  by  him  as  attorney  for  that  party. 


t 


ZT,  B.y  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolnti 


To  1  d«c!in- 

t:on  'ur  the  \r. 
fri-^ir.er.:  of 
a  pi:er.r.  the 
dr  ten-!  int 
p'e«de  J.  'bi: 
the  nature  of 
tUe  inveniion 


.v&r.  25.  Heath  r.  Uxwis. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  Cor 
infringement  of  a  patent  for  certain  improvements  in 
manufacture  of  iron  and  steeL  The  defendant  plea( 
first,  not  guiltv ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
first  or  true  inventor  of  the  improvement  for  which 
?nt'hich"irw".V  letters  patent  were  granted;  thirdly,  that  the  natnn 
p«rt'  rir.ed  were  ^\^^  invention,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  same  wa 

not  pa'ticularlv  i  .       i 

de>c  ibed  in  ibe  be  performed,  were  not  nor  are  they  particularly  descri 
InY'al^  thlt      or  ascertained  according  to  the  true  intent  and  mean 

the  invention 

wms  not  new :  and  the  objections  delirered  with  the  pleat  ander  5  ft  6  Will.  4,  c  S3, 
staled,  first,  that  the  specification  did  not  iufficiently  describe  the  nature  of  the  inveiitioa 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  to  be  performed;  and  »econdIy,  that  the  invention  waj  not  new, 
had  been  wholly  or  in  part  used  and  made  public  before  the  obtaining  of  the  letters  paiea 
Heldf  that  the  first  of  these  objections  was  sufficient,  but  that  the  second  waa  bad,  and  oafj 
have  pointed  out  what  portions  of  the  alleged  invention  were  prevional  j  in  nsc 
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of  the  said  letters  patent^  in  or  by  the  specification  in  Exeh.  of  Piemt, 

that    behalf   in    the    declaration    mentioned;    fourthly,  *  ^ 

that  the  said  supposed  invention  was  not  at  the  time  of        Hsath 

making  and  granting  the  letters  patent  a  new  invention,        Unwin. 

bnt,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  had  been  wholly  and  in  part 

publicly  and  generally  practised  and  used,  and  vended 

within  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 

and  Ireland  called  England,  before  the  date  and  grant  of 

the  letters  patent;  fifthly,  that  the  defendant  committed 

the  supposed  grievances  by  the  leave  and  license  of  the 

plaintiff. 

The  defendant,  with  the  above  pleas,  delivered  the  fol- 
lowing notice  of  objections,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute 
6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  s.  5  :  first,  that  the  patentee  was  not 
the  inventor  of  the  improvements  in  respect  of  which  the 
patent  was  alleged  to  be  in  force ;  secondly,  that  the  speci- 
fication and  disclaimer  in  the  declaration  mentioned  did 
not  sufficiently  describe  the  nature  of  the  invention,  and 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  to  be  performed ;  thirdly,  that 
the  invention  did  not  produce  the  effect  stated  in  the 
specification,  nor  was  such  effect  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  manner  therein  stated ;  fourthly,  that  the  invention 
was  not  new,  and  was  either  wholly  or  in  part  used  and 
made  public  before  the  obtaining  the  letters  patent ;  fifth- 
ly^ that  the  invention  did  not  essentially  differ  from  other 
similar  inventions  which  were  in  public  use  at  or  before 
the  granting  of  the  said  letters  patent;  sixthly,  that  the 
defendant  had  the  plaintiff's  leave  and  license  to  make  use 
of  the  improvements  for  which  the  letters  patent  were 
granted. 

Offle  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
defendant  should  not  deliver  a  jfurther  and  better  particu- 
lar of  the  objections  intended  to  be  relied  on, 

Martin  now  shewed  cause. — By  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  88, 

zz2 
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Exeh.  rf  PUat,  s.  5,  it  is  enacted^  '^  that  in  any  action  brought  against 

any  person  for  infringing  any  letters  patent,  the  defendant^ 
on  pleading  thereto^  shall  give  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  any 
scire  facias  to  repeal  any  letters  patent  the  plaintiff  shall 
file  with  his  declaration,  a  notice  of  any  objections  on 
which  he  means  to  rely  at  the  trial  of  such  action,  and  no 
objection  shall  be  allowed  to  be  made  in  behalf  of  sndi 
defendant  or  plaintiff  respectively  at  such  trial,  unless  lie 
shall  prove  the  objections  stated  in  such  notice.^'  Tbe 
object  of  that  enactment  was  that  the  defendant  should 
give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  objections  on  which  he 
bon&  fide  intended  to  rely  at  the  trial,  in  order  that  tbe 
plaintiff*  might  come  to  trial  prepared  to  meet  them  if  he 
could.  That  purpose  is  sufficiently  complied  with  by  the 
present  notice.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  particulars  that 
they  are  substantially  the  same  as  the  pleas  themselves: 
Neilson  v.  Harford  (o).  There  Parke,  B.,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  "  The  statute  did  not  mean 
to  say^  nor  do  we  think  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
[in  the  cases  which  had  been  cited  (&)]  meant  to  decide, 
that  it  would  not  be  sufficient^  in  some  cases,  to  give  no- 
tice in  the  terms  of  the  plea  itself.  The  objection  may 
be  so  completely  and  so  fully  expanded  on  the  record,  that 
a  mere  transcript  of  the  plea  itself  may  be  sufficient ;  in 
other  cases^  the  plea  may  be  so  general  in  its  language, 
as  to  be  insufficient  as  a  notice^  if  transcribed  from  tbe 
plea  merely.  Each  case  must  depend  on  its  own  peculiar 
circumstances.'^  All  that  the  statute  requires  is,  that  the 
defendant  should  state  in  intelligible  language  what  the 
objections  are.  In  Fisher  v.  Dewick  (c),  it  was  held  not  to 
be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  improvements,  or  some  nf 
them,  had  been  used  before^  but  that  was  because  it  was 
not  sufficiently  specific  and  intelligible^  and  the  defend- 

(a)  8  M.  &  M.  822.  (c)    4    Bing.    N.   C.    706 ;   6 

(6)  Bulno'u  V.  M^Kenziey  and      Scott,  597. 
FUher  T.  Dewick. 
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ant  ought  to  have  pointed  out  which  had  been  used  Exch,  of  PUat, 
before.  .   18^2. 


Ogle,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  case  of  BuJnois  v. 
Mackenzie  (a)  is  an  express  authority  that  the  Court  has 
power  to  order  fuller  and  better  particulars  of  objections 
to  a  patent^  when  those  delivered  do  not  comply  with  the 
requisitions  of  the  statute.  Here  the  objections  delivered 
are  a  mere  echo  of  the  pleas.  The  second  particular  ought 
to  have  stated  in  what  respect  the  specification  was  defi- 
cient in  its  description  of  the  invention ;  and  the  fourth^ 
instead  of  stating  generally  that  the  invention  was  not 
new^  and  was  either  wholly  or  in  part  used  and  made  pub- 
lic before  obtaining  the  letters  patent,  ought  to  have 
pointed  out  those  parts  which  had  been  used  and  made 
public^  and  where  they  had  been  so  used^  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  make  inquiry.  Fisher  v.  Detoick  is  an  express 
authority  for  that. 

Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me^  that  as  to  one 
particular  of  objection^  namely^  the  fourth,  Mr.  Ogle  has 
brought  it  within  the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas^  of  Fisher 
y.  Deuncky  which  decides  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say 
that  an  alleged  invention  was  wholly  or  in  part  made  pub- 
lic before  the  obtaining  the  letters  patent,  but  that  it 
should  be  shewn  what  part  was  so  used.  I^think^  there- 
fore, that  the  defendant  ought  to  amend  his  fourth 
objection.  But  I  see  no  objection  to  any  of  the  rest; 
and  with  respect  to  the  second,  surely  it  is  enough  for 
the  defendant  to  say  that  the  specification  does  not  pro- 
perly set  forth  the  invention.  The  legislature  never  in- 
tended that  the  defendant  should  argue  his  case  in  the 
statement  of  objections  which  he  delivers    in  compli- 

(a)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  127 ;  5  Scott,  419. 
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Exek.  of  PUas,  aoce  with  the  act.    The  other  objectioiiB  are  quite  snffi- 


1842. 


cient. 


Parke,  B.^  Gu&nbt,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute  as  regarded  the  fourth  objection,  and 
discharged  as  to  the  rest. 


Nov.  25. 

The  words  in 
the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  50,  a.  84,  u 

to  the  costs  of 
A  special  jury, 
that  unless 
the  Judge 
"  shall  imme- 
diately after  the 
verdict  certify, 
fro."  mean 
that  the  Judge 
shall  certify 
within  a  rea- 
sonable time 
after. 


ChBIBTIE  V.  RiCHABDSON. 

i.  HIS  cause  was  tried  by  a  special  jury  obtained  at  the 
instance  of  the  defendant,  and  at  the  trial  a  verdict  wm 
found  for  hitn,  but  no  application  was  then  made  bj  him 
to  the  Judge  to  certify  that  the  cause  was  a  proper  one  to 
be  tried  by  a  special  jury :  but  on  the  taxation  of  coats  be- 
fore the  Master  such  a  certificate  was  produced,  (at  what 
period  it  was  obtained  did  not  appear)^  and  the  Master  ac- 
cordingly allowed  the  costs  of  the  special  jury. 

0*Malley  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
Master  should  not  review  his  taxation.  By  the  stat.  6  Greo.  4, 
c.  50,  s.  34^  it  is  enacted  '^  that  the  person  or  party  who  shaD 
apply  for  a  special  jury  shall  pay  the  fees  for  striking  such 
jury  and  all  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  trial  of  the  cause 
by  the  same^  and  shall  not  have  any  further  or  other  allow- 
ance for  the  same^  upon  taxation  of  costs,  than  such  person 
or  party  would  be  entitled  unto  in  case  the  cause  had  been 
tried  by  a  common  jury,  unless  the  Judge  before  whom  the 
cause  is  tried  shall,  immediately  after  the  verdict,  certify, 
under  his  hand,  upon  the  back  of  the  record,  that  the  same 
was  a  cause  proper  to  be  tried  by  a  special  jury/'  In  the 
case  of  Waggett  v.  Shaw  (a),  which  was  a  decision  upon  a 


(a)  3  Camp.  316. 
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nmilar  clause  in  the  stat.  24  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  Lord  Ellenborough,  Exeh.  of  PUat, 

C.  J,  held  that  a  Judge  could  not  certify  for  the  costs  of  a  ^ 

special  jury  on  the  day  after  the  trial.    It  is  true,  that  in      Christie 

construing  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  which  enacts  that  when   richardson. 

in  certain  actions  therein  named  less  than  408.  damages  are 

given  by  the  jury,  the  plainti£f  shall  have  his  costs, '' unless 

the  Judge  or  presiding  officer  shall  immediately  afterwards 

certify  that  the  action  was  really  brought  to  try  a  right,  &c.^^ 

the  Courts  have  held  that  it  is  competent  for  the  Judge  to 

give  such  certificate  in  any  reasonable  time  after  the  close 

of  the  trial:  Thompson  v.  Gibson  (a),  Pagey.  Pearce  {b) ;  and 

the  question  is,  whether  these  decisions  can  be  considered 

M  overruling  Waggett  v.  Shaw. 

Per  Curiam. — ^We  think  that  as  the  words  in  both  acts 
are  similar,  they  ought  to  receive  a  similar  construction, 
and  the  Courts  having  held  that  the  words,  that  the  Judge 
shall  certify  immediately,  may  be  construed  to  mean  within 
a  reasonable  time,  we  ought  to  decide  it  to  be  so  by 
analogy  in  the  present  case. 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  8  M.  &  W.  281.  (&)  Id.  677. 


T 


SaNUFORU  v.  AlCOCX.  T,r      oe 

Nov,  25. 

HIS  was  an  action  of  detinue  for  six  pieces  of  timber  The  plaintiff 


and  a  carriage.    The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman,  ordeMo  tmend 
C.  J.,  when  the  jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  plain-  J^e  postea  at 

'  *      •'  °  *  halfopast  nine 

tiflp,  ''damages  j£12,  to  be  reduced  to  Is.  on  giving  up  o'clock  on  the 
the  timber  and  carriage.^^     Some  evidence  was  given  at  vember,  but  did 

not  draw  it  up 
nntil  the  23rd,  and  it  was  not  served  until  four  o'clock  on  the  24th : — Held,  that  as  no  fresh 
step  could  have  been  taken  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  had  not  abandoned  the  order. 

A  judge's  direction  as  to  the  amendment  of  a  postea  cannot  be  questioned  in  the  Court  above, 
for  there  ia  no  power  to  compel  the  production  of  his  notes  of  the  trial. 
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Exck.  of  PUoi,  the  trial  of  the  value  of  the  timber^  and  to  prove  it  to 

worth  £2,  but  there  was  contradictory  evidence  on  H 
point,  and  no  question  was  asked  about^  nor  did  the  ju 
find^  the  value  of  the  carriage  separately.  Early  in  tl 
term  a  rule  was  obtained,  on  the  authority  of  Pawleg 
Holly  {a)  and  Cheyney^s  Case  (£),  to  set  aside  the  verdi 
on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  not  found  the  value  i 
each  article  for  which  the  action  was  brought.  On  tl 
19th  of  November,  a  summons  was  taken  out  returnabi 
before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  half-past  nine  o'clock  o 
the  morning  of  the  22nd,  to  amend  the  postea,  and  an  o: 
der  was  made  by  his  lordship  to  distribute  the  damage 
viz.  £2  for  the  timber,  and  jS4  for  the  carriage ;  but  it  wi 
not  drawn  up  until  the  23rd,  and  not  served  until  foi 
o'clock  on  the  24th,  the  following  day,  being  the  last  da 
of  term. 

Atkinson  now  moved  to  set  that  order  aside,  on  tw 
grounds. — First,  Lord  Denman  had  no  authority  to  mak 
this  order,  inasmuch  as  there  was  nothing  on  his  lord 
ship's  notes  to  amend  by.  There  was  some  evidence  at  th 
trial  of  the  timber  being  worth  £2,  and  that  must  there 
fore  be  taken  to  be  its  value ;  but  there  was  no  evidenc 
as  to  what  the  value  of  the  carriage  was.  [Lord  Abinga 
C.  B. — ^The  remainder  must  of  course  be  the  ^^alue  o 
the  carriage.]  Not  necessarily  so.  The  residue  of  thi 
damages,  if  not  the  whole,  may  have  been  given  for  tb 
detention  of  the  timber;  and  the  legal  inference  is  so 
The  order  itself  clearly  shews  the  want  of  authority ;  for 
by  the  order,  the  carriage  is  valued  at  j£4,  not  at  the  residue 
and  there  is  still  £6  of  the  sum  given  by  the  jury  unac 
counted  for.  The  jury  did  not  find  any  value ;  they  onlj 
found  damages.  Secondly,  the  order  ought  to  have  beei 
drawn  up  and  served  on  the  22nd,  or  at  the  latest  on  th( 

(a)  2  W.  Bla.  853.  (b)  10  Rep.  119  b. 
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28rd,  and  the  plaintiflf,  by  not  serving  it  until  four  o'clock  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
on  the  24th^  must  be  taken  to  have  abandoned  it.    The  ^ 

authorities  shew  that  the  order  ought  to  be  drawn  up  Sandford 
''forthwith/'  otherwise  it  may  be  treated  as  waived;  and  alcock. 
whether  any  fresh  step  either  has  or  could  have  been 
taken  in  the  interim^  is  immaterial ;  for  the  rule  is  impera- 
tive^  and  the  opposite  party  has  a  right  to  know  within  a 
reasonable  time  whether  the  rule  would  be  drawn  up  or 
not:  Kenney  v.  Hutchinson  {a). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  we  ought  not  to  hear  an 
application  to  set  aside  an  order  to  amend  the  postea. 
There  can  be  no  appeal  to  the  Court  to  control  a  Judge's 
discretion  as  to  such  an  amendment,  for  there  is  no  power 
to  compel  a  production  of  his  notes.  As  to  the  other 
point,  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  could  not  have  taken 
any  fresh  step ;  and  therefore  I  think  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  be  considered  as  having  abandoned  the  order. 

Parke,  B.,  Gurney,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  6  M.  &  W.  134. 


Reoina  t;.  Austin. 

In  the  year  1826,  a  writ  of  immediate  extent  issued  The  sheriff 
against  the  defendant,  who  was  a  bankrupt,  under  which  |*o*In  extent"*^ 
a  levy  was  made.     A  sum  of  money  having  recently  come  ^***^  **•  ****^ 

.  teiied  money 

mto  the  hands  of  the  Accountant-general  in  bankruptcy  into  the  hands 

as  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  a  second  extent  was  issued,  j^nd  it  appear- 
ing that  the 
money  waa  in  the  hands  of  the  Accountant-general  in  banltruptcy,  the  Court  made  an  order 
•badute  for  the  sheriff  to  pay  over  the  money,  but  reHised  to  make  the  Accountant-general  in 
Bankruptcy  a  party  to  the  order.  The  sheriff  having  applied  to  the  Court  of  Review  for  an 
order  for  the  Accountant-general  in  bankruptcy  to  pay  over  the  money  to  him,  the  order  was 
refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff  had  no  locus  sUndi  in  that  Court  This  Court  afterwards 
dischmrged  the  common  order  on  the  sheriJBT. 
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Exeh.  9f  Pleat,  directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  to   which  they 

w   ^  '  ^     turned  that  they  had  found  money  belonging  to  the  defi 

Reoina       ant  in  the  hands  of  the  Accountant-general  of  the  O 

Austin.       ^^  Bankruptcy,  which  money  ^^  they  had  seised  into 

hands  of  our  Lady  the  Queen/' 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1841,  Jervii  moved  for  an  oi 
that  the  sheriffs  of  London  and  the  Accountant-gen 
in  bankruptcy  sliould  pay  over  the  money  to  the  si 
ties  to  the  Crown.  The  application  was  made  upon 
affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  and  that  notice  of  the  mot 
had  been  duly  served.  It  was  admitted  that  the  o 
nary  course  was  to  apply  for  an  order  upon  the  shei 
only,  but  as  the  money  was  not  in  their  possession,  bu 
the  hands  of  the  Accountant-general  in  bankruptcy,  wl 
the  sheriffs  had  no  means  of  compelling  to  pay  it  overj 
should  be  made  a  party  to  the  rule.  \^Rol/e,  B. — Is 
your  remedy  by  application  to  the  Court  of  Bankrupt 
There  surely  must  have  been  cases  in  the  Court  of  Ch 
eery  with  respect  to  the  Accountant-general  there.  Pm 
B. — How  can  you  make  the  Accountant-general  in  bai 
ruptcy  a  party  to  the  suit  ?  Suppose  the  money  had  b< 
received  by  a  third  person,  it  would  then  constitute  a  d 
which  must  be  recovered  in  the  ordinary  way  by  8< 
facias.  The  Accountant-general  is  not  an  officer  of  t 
Court,  and  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  make  an  order  upo 
person  who  is  not  an  officer  of  this  Court.  You  had  bet 
take  an  order  upon  the  sheriff  only.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Take  an  order  absolute  upon  ' 
sheriffs^  and  then  they  may  apply  to  the  Court  of  Bai 
ruptcy. 

The  common  order  was  accordingly  made  upon  the  si 
riffs^  dated  the  18th  of  November^  1841^  and  thereup 
they  petitioned  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  that  the  moi 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Accountant-gei 


1842. 
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ral  in  bankruptcy  to  the  sheriffs^  for  the  use  of  the  Crown.  Eteh.  rf  PteM, 
The  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  made  an  order  ac- 
cordingly^ and  the  bankrupt's  assignees  then  petitioned  the 
Lord  Chancellor  for  an  order  to  review  the  decision  of  the 
Judge  in  bankruptcy.  The  matter  was  again  heard  in  the 
Court  of  Review^  and  on  such  re-hearing  the  learned  Judge 
rescinded  the  former  order^  on  the  ground  that  the  sheriffs 
had  no  locus  standi  in  the  Court  of  Beview. 

On  the  25th  of  November^  1841^  a  rule  was  obtained  in 
this  Court  by  the  sheriffs^  calling  upon  the  defendants  to 
shew  cause  why  the  order  of  the  18th  of  November  should 
not  be  discharged;  and  in  Michaelmas  Term^  1842,  fF.  H, 
Watson  obtained  a  rule  ,to  shew  cause  why  that  rule  should 
not  be  made  absolute,  and  why  the  sheriffs  should  not  be 
at  liberty  to  amend  their  return.    Against  the  latter  rule 

Jervis  now  shewed  cause. — There  are  two  modes  by 
which  the  Crown  obtains  possession  of  the  debts  or  chattels 
of  its  debtors ;  the  one  is,  where  the  sheriff  returns  that 
the  debtor  is  possessed  of  certain  goods  which  he  the  sheriff 
has  seized  into  the  hands  of  the  Crown;  or  the  sheriff  may 
return  that  a  third  party  has  possession  of  the  goods,  so  as 
to  enable  the  Crown  to  issue  a  scire  facias.  In  the  present 
case  the  sheriffs  have  created  the  difficulty,  by  their  informal 
return.  It  was  found  by  the  inquisition  that  the  money 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  Accountant-general  in  bankruptcy, 
and  therefore  they  should  not  have  returned  that  they  had 
seized  the  money  absolutely. 

fVatson,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute  for  the  discharge  of  the  common  order. 

Bule  absolute  to  discharge  the  common 
order  of  the  18th  of  November,  1841. 


694  CASES   IN    THE   EXCHEQUEB, 


Bxeh,  of  Pleat, 
1842. 


VACATION  SITTINGS  AFTER  MICHAELMAS 

TERM. 


Dec.  3.  CooPEK  V.  Robinson  and  Another. 

In  replevin,  the  XvEPLEVIN. — The  defendants  made  cognizance  as  the 

c^nisance"for^  bailiffs  of  onc  John  Heaton^  and  alleged  that  the  plain- 

htif  a  year's  |.j£p  ^^  tenant  to  Heaton  of  a  farm  and  lands,  at  a  rent  of 

rent  due  at  ' 

Michaelmas,  86/.,  payable  half-yearly  on  the  25th  of  March  and  die 

held  by  the  29th  of  September,  and  that  the  defendants  distrained  fiv 

5!1i!'ft  a"i"t  half  a  year's  rent  ending  the  29th  of  September,  1841. 
of  86/.,  payable       pje^  j^  \y^  ^jj^t  after  the  said  rent  had  become  dne  to 

half-yearly  at  ... 

Lady-day  and  the  Said  John  Heaton  as  in  the  cognizance  mentioned,  before 

the  plaintiff  the  Said  time  when  &c.,  by  a  certain  indenture  made  be* 

thal^by  an  ?*-'  twccn  the  Said  John  Heaton  and  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on 

denture  made  the  18th  of  November,  1841,  and  purporting  to  be  made 

between  J.  H.  f  f  r      r  xs^ 

and  the  plain-  on  the  Ist  of  February,  1841,  but  which  was  in  fact  made 

to  be  made  oif  after  the  29th  of  September,  1841,  and  after  the  said  rent 

m/'but^which  ^*^  become  due  and  payable  [profert],  the  said  John  Hea- 

was  in  fact  made  ton  released  the  plaintiff  from  the  said  rent  which  had 

after  Michael-  i/»Tr-/»- 

mas,  1841,  and  80  bccomc  due,  and  the  payment  thereof.     Venncation. 
became*due?  ^^^  replication  Set  out  the  indenture  in  hsec  verba.     It 

J.  H.  released  \yQxe  date  the  Ist  of  February,  1841,  and  was  a  lease  fipom 

the  plaintiff  .      . 

from  the  rent.  John  Heatou  to  the  plaintiff  of  a  messuage  and  lands,  to  hold 

set  out  the  in-  from  the  30th  of  July,  1840,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  jeais, 

^Tlll^ut  »^  »  '^^^  ^f  ®6'>  payable  half-yearly  on  the  25th  of  March 

Feb.,  1841,  and  ^nd  29th  of  September,  the  first  payment  to  begin  and  be 

was  a  lease  from 

J.  H.  to  the  made  "  on  the  25th  of  March  next''    The  repUcation  then 

farm,  to  hold  averred,  that  the  said  rent  in  the  cognizance  mentioned 

n¥i^hTltl'  ^^  »^^  i»  ^®^*  "^^^^  became  due  after  the  25th  day  of 

teen  years,  at  a 

rent  of  86/.  payable  half-yearly  at  Lady-day  and  Michaelmas,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  at 

Lady- day  next: — Heldf  that  this  was  no  release  of  the  rent  for  which  the  cognisance  was 

made. 
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March  next  after  the  said  1st  day  of  February,  1841,  that  Exeh,  of  Pleat, 
is  to  say,  on  the  29th  day  of  September,  1841,  as  in  the     ^  *  ^ 

cognizance  alleged.     Verification.  Coopbb 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  (inter  alia),  that  the     Robinson. 
replication  has  not  in  any  way  denied  the  release  stated  in 
the  plea  in  bar;  it  therefore  admits  such  release,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  his  action. — Joinder  in 
demurrer. 

Jervis,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replication  is 
informal  in  several  respects ;  but  the  defendants  will  pro- 
J>ably  contend  that  the  plea  in  bar  is  bad.  The  question 
18,  whether  the  deed  set  out  in  the  replication,  coupling  it 
with  the  averments  in  the  plea,  operates  as  a  release  of  the 
rent.  It  is  submitted  that  the  deed  took  effect  only  from 
the  day  of  its  actual  execution,  which  was  subsequent  to 
the  29th  September,  1841,  and  therefore  the  effect  was 
that  the  plaintiff  was  released  &om  the  payment  of  rent 
firom  July,  1840,  until  the  25th  March  next  after  the  exe- 
cution of  the  lease,  that  is,  the  25th  March,  1842.  [Parke, 
B. — But  what  is  there  to  exempt  him  from  payment,  under 
a  former  contract  antecedent  to  the  deed,  of  rent  due  be- 
fore the  25th  March  ?]  The  lease  is  in  operation  from  the 
80th  July,  1840. 

Hayes,  contra. — ^The  cognizance  does  not  claim  the  rent 
under  the  lease  set  out  in  the  replication,  but  under  a  pre- 
vious contract  of  tenancy.  A  demise  to  the  plaintiff  is 
admitted  by  the  plea  in  bar.  It  is  agreed  that  a  deed 
has  no  operation  but  &om  the  time  of  its  execution ;  Clay- 
Untfs  case  (a),  Oshey  v.  Hicks  (J),  Steele  v.  Mart  (c),  Shep. 
Touch.  108 :  this  deed  therefore  took  effect  from  the  time 
of  its  actual  delivery,  which  was  subsequent  to  the  time  at 
which  the  rent  in  question  became  due.  How  could  it 
have  any  operation  to  confer  on  the  tenant  a  title  to  the 
land  rent  free  for  the  time  past?    The  statement  of  a  term 

(a)  5  Rep.  1.  (6)  Cro.  Jac.  263.  (r)  4  B.  &  Cr.  272. 


600  CA8I9    IM    THI    BZCBXQDXB, 

E»ft.  »i  Pkm,  of  fourteen  yean  from  the  SOtti  July,  1840,  it  merriy  b 
>-_^-^     way  of  computation  of  the  Bubseqnent  period  for  lAid 
Cooria       the  lease  is  to  run. 

Fakke,  B. — Them  ia  nothing  to  exempt  the  plaiatil 
from  the  payment,  under  a  pierioiu  contract,  of  rent  di 
before  the  execution  of  the  indenture.  The  "  term"  intti 
lease  only  designates  the  time  for  which  it  is  to  im^  b] 
way  of  calculation,  not  as  conveying  any  interest.  Ui 
but  a  different  way  of  saying  that  it  is  a  term  fiw  tmh 
years  and  eight  months  to  come.  It  ia  clear  the  deed  dea 
not  operate  to  release  the  plaintiff  from  the  liability,  nada 
the  demise  which  b  admitted  by  the  plea  in  bar,  to  [n^i 
rent  of  86/.  half-yearly.  The  judgment  must  be  fiv  Ik 
defendants. 

GvRNET,  B.,  and  Boue,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defisiubBti. 


Whitehead  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Hichurd  Benbov, 

a  Bankrupt,  v.  Walker. 

r  Assumpsit  by  the  assignees  of  the  indorsee  against  tha 

indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange.      The  declaration  stated,  Art 

on  the  8th  of  August,  1834,  and  before  the  bankruptcy  ol 


Ibc  cquiiici 


the  bill 


•rUlog  oni  of     Benbow,  certain  persons  made  their  hill  of  exchange  in  writ 

•  h>   hill   ™-   n«.  _  '  " 

ing,  directed  to  Grayhurst  &  Co.,  and  payable  to  the  defend 
ant;  that  the  defendant  indorsed  the  bill  to  Vf.  Swaimoi^ 
eoifirtr.!  clum  ^ho  indorsed  it  to  Willis  &  Swainson,  who  indorsed  it  to 
twHTi  tke  Benbow  before  bis  bankruptcy.     Averment,  that  Gt^- 

ioii."^i!"-     hurst  &  Co.  refused  to  accept  the  bill,  and  that  t^iesane 
.t"'b"  "e"'.    ""  protested,  &c.  («). 

overdua  note  igiintt  the  payee,  ■  diitinct  debt  due  la  ihe  pKjree  from  >  former  indoncc  euitf 
be  let  off. 

(a)  S«e  the  fonner  CMe  of  WkiUhtiti  t.  WatloT,  9  H.  ft  W.  SM. 
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Plea,  that  after  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  to  Willis  &  Bzek.  of  puas, 
SwaiDson,  and  before  and  at  the  time  when  it  was  indorsed     ^   ^^^'  . 
by  them  to  Benbow,  Willis  &  Swainson  were,  and  still  are.    Whitehead 
indebted  to  the  defendant  in  certain  large  sums  of  money,      WA^m. 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  £1000,  in  respect  of  certain  bills 
of  exchange,  &c.,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  &c.  &c.    Aver- 
ment, that  the  said  sums  so  due  from  Willis  &  Swainson  to 
the  defendant  exceeded  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change ;  of  all  which  premises  Benbow,  at  the  time  of  the 
said  indorsement  thereof  to  him  by  Willis  &  Swainson,  had 
notice;  and  that  the  said  bill  was  indorsed  by  them  to 
Benbow,  after  it  had  so  been  so  refused  acceptance  and 
had  been  protested  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
after  it  had  become  due.    Verification. 

B^plication,  de  injuri&. 

Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

Bavill,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — First,  the  replication 
is  clearly  bad,  for  the  plea  consists  not  of  matter  of  excuse, 
but  of  matter  which  goes  in  discharge  or  extinguishment 
of  the  defendant's  liability  upon  the  bill.  It  will  be  said, 
however,  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  and  affords  no 
answer  to  the  action,  on  the  hnthority  of  Burrough  v.  Moss  (a). 
But  a  party  who  takes  a  bill  of  exchange  aftier  it  is  due, 
takes  it  with  all  its  equities,  both  direct  and  collateral. 
And  it  was  expressly  held  by  Coleridge,  J.,  in  GoodaU  v. 
JZogf  (6),  that  a  party  who  takes  a  promissory  note  from  the 
payee,  with  a  knowledge  that  the  payee  is  indebted  to  the 
maker  in  a  larger  amount,  cannot  recover  upon  the  note 
against  the  maker.  That  case  is  strictly  in  point  for  the 
defendant. 

Crompion,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parks,  B. — It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  the 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  558.  (6)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  76. 
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I,  replicatioii  is  good  or  not,  for  we  think  the  plea  is  b 
substance,  on  the  aothcnity  of  Burrough  v.  Jfoar. 
cue  decides,  that  the  indorsee  of  an  overdue  promi 
note  takes  it,  as  against  the  maker,  with  all  the  eqi 
arising  out  of  the  note  transaction  itself,  but  not  su 
to  a  set-off  in  respect  of  a  debt  due  from  the  iudoraer  t 
maker  of  the  note,  arising  out  of  collateral  matters, 
example,  if  the  note  be  released  or  discharged,  the  plai 
uoder  such  circumstances  cannot  make  a  title  to  it 
a  set-off  is  not  an  equity ;  it  is  a  mere  collateral  matte 
is  a  right  to  set  off  a  cross  demand  against  the  phiisl 
cause  of  actioo,  which  was  introduced  to  prevent  a  m 
plicity  of  actions.  The  case  of  Burrouffh  v.  JfoM  is  f 
law,  aud  has  been  recognised  in  this  Court.  Nor  do  I  tj 
that  case  is  effected  by  the  decision  of  CoUri^,  J. 
Goodall  Y.  Rm/.  It  seems  to  me  that  either  there  mtu 
some  inaccuracy  in  the  report,  or  there  mnat  have  bee 
that  case  that  sort  of  formal  notice  to  the  plaintiff  whk 
equivalent  to  an  agreement  to  set  off  the  cross  deman 
agfunst  him.  On  that  ground  the  case  may  perhapi 
supported ;  otherwise  I  cannot  assent  to  the  position,  i 
a  mere  notice  of  a  set-off  between  the  payee  and  the  nu 
can  operate  to  restrict  the  negotiability  of  a  promissory  d 
Besides,  the  decision  of  the  point  was  unnecessary  in  i 
case,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff's  demand  was  for  a  snm 
than  the  amount  of  the  note.  I  cannot,  therefore,  cons 
that  case  as  an  authority  that  mere  notice  of  the  se( 
makes  any  difference.  Our  judgment  must  be  for 
plaintiffs. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  i 
trine  advanced  on  the  defendant's  part  were  correct,  no 
would  be  able  to  tell  whether  certain  instruments  « 
negotiable  or  not;  for  their  negotiability  would  depi 
on  the  will  of  a  third  person.  No  one  could  tell  whet 
the  maker  would  set  off  his  claim  against  the  pi 


/^ 
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party  or  not :  if  he  will  not,  the  note  is  negotiable,  other-  EAch.  of  puas, 

wise  it  is  not.     Burrough  v.  Moss  lays  down  the  true  rule,  ^     ^'   . 

that  the  indorsee  of  an  overdue  bill  is  subject  to  those  Whitehead 

equities,  and  those  only,  which  aflFect  the  bill  itself.  Wal'kbr. 

GuRNKY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


England  v.  Wall.  d^^.  6. 

1 RESPASS  quare  clausum  fregit.     Plea,  that  long  be-  in  trespau  qu. 
fore  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  defendant  was,  piel'©?  eiSoy- 
and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been,  and  still  is,  occupier  mentor  a  right 
of  a  certain  close  with  the  appurtenances,  called  W .,  near  pUindff 'a  dow, 
the  said  close  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  which  &c. :  pfenof'a  close 
and  that  the  defendant,  while  he  was  such  occupier,  and  ^^^^  ^'*  ^^^ 

'  r-      /  twenty  yean 

all  the  occupiers  of  the  said  close  called  W.,  have  for  and  next  before  the 
during  the  whole  period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  of  the  suit,  un- 
commencement  of  this  suit  used  and  enjoyed  as  of  right  a  2^^'3  wul  4 
certain  carriage  and  drift  way  from  &c.  over  and  along  the  *^-  ^^' ^  2,  the 
said  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  which,  unto  and  into  the  pHed,  that  be- 
said  close  called  W.,  &c.,  for  any  agricultural  purpose : — jus-  oTtwenty  years 
tifying  the  trespasses  in  the  use  of  that  way.  Jh^"1cr,*onr 

Replication,  that  long  before  the  said  period  of  twenty  w.  c.  was 

,        ,  •         -I  -rrr    ^  .      ,  .      ,  .      teised  in  fee,  as 

years  m  the  plea  mentioned,  one  W.  C.  was  seised  m  his  well  of  the  close 
demesne  as  of  fee,  as  well  of  the  said  close  in  which  &c.  as  Jhe'dMiaratron 
of  the  said  other  close  called  W. ;  and  that  the  said  W.  C.  ",?^'*!i**~^ 

called  W.,  and 

continued  to  be  so  seised  of  the  said  closes  respectively  for  continued  so 
and  during  part  of  the  said  period  of  the  twenty  years  in  part  of  the  Mid 
the  plea  mentioned,  to  wit,  until  and  upon  the  10th  day  of  Jeai^^^^tr^ 

until  &c.,  when 
be  died  so  seised : — HM  bad  on  special  demurrer ;  for  that  unity  of  mttii  was  not  inconsistent 
with  the  right  as  alleged  in  the  plea,  and  unity  of  po9te§ii(m  (if  that  were  meant  by  the  repli- 
cation) might  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  a  traverse  of  the  right  as  alleged  in  the  plea. 

VOL.  X.  AAA  II.  W. 
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Etch,  qf  Pleat,  February,  1823,  when  the  said  W.  C.  died  so  seised  u 
*  ^    aforesaid. — Yerification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cauBeSj  that  the  all^a- 
tion  made  in  the  replication,  that  W*  C.  was  seised  in  fee, 
must  be  held  to  imply,  until  the  contrary  be  shewn,  that 
the  said  W.  C.  was  the  occupier  of  both  the  doses^  and 
therefore  the  replication  amounts  to  an  allegation  of  unity 
of  possession,  which  is  a  matter  of  evidence  that  might 
have  been  proved  to  negative  user  as  of  rights  under  a  trar 
verse  of  such  user;  or  it  is,  at  least,  doubtful  and  uncer- 
tain whether  the  plaintiff  intends  to  rely  on  the  rephcation 
as  so  alleging  a  unity  of  possession,  or  as  setting  up  a  mat- 
ter which  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  fifth  section  of  the 
stat.  2  &  8  Will.  4,  c.  71,  reqidres  to  be  replied^  and  thi^ 
under  that  proviso,  the  matter  replied  is  not  sufficient,  and 
does  not  negative  the  possible  validity  of  such  a  right  as  is 
claimed  by  the  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  following  additional  point  was  noted  in  the  margin, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff: — That  the  replication  is  bad 
on  general  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that,  notwithstanding 
an  unity  of  seisin  of  the  fee,  such  a  right  of  way  may  exist 
as  is  claimed  in  the  plea,  and  that  the  replication  should 
have  stated  farther  matters  to  negative  the  existence  of 
the  right,  as  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  one  matter 
alone,  which  may  or  may  not  negative  the  rightj  accord- 
ingly as  it  may  or  may  not  be  combined  with  other  mat- 
ters not  alleged. 

Hay  ward,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  question  in 
this  case  arises  upon  the  fifth  section  of  the  Prescription 
Act,  2  &  8  Will.  4,  c.  71.  And  upon  the  established  con- 
struction of  that  section,  this  replication  is  clearly  bad,  in 
whatever  way  it  be  read.  If  it  be  taken  to  allege  a  unity 
of  seirin  in  W.  C,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  words,  it  affords 
no  answer  to  the  plea,  because  it  is  consistent  with  that 
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allegation  that  the  defendant  may  have  acquired  an  ease-  £^A-  </  ^'^a«, 
ment  as  against  the  owner  of  the  fee.  On  the  other  hand,  ^^^' 
if  it  mean  a  unity  of  possession  merely,  then,  although  it 
affords  an  answer  to  the  plea,  it  is  bad  in  form,  as  amount- 
ing to  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  defendant's  user 
as  of  right.  [Parke,  B. — Unity  of  seisin  may  be  without 
possession ;  if  coupled  with  possession,  then  it  is  evidence 
to  support  a  traverse  of  the  way  claimed.]  — ^The  Court  then 
called  on 

Tomlinson,  contriu — ^The  replication  is  good.  It  con- 
fesses the  defendant's  enjoyment,  and  does  not  imply  a 
unity  o{ possession  on  the  part  of  W.  C.  The  plea  alleges  a 
user  of  the  way  for  twenty  years;  that  must  be  taken  to  be 
admitted  by  the  replication ;  and  then  unity  of  seisin  is  an 
answer,  by  shewing  that  the  enjoyment  was  not  good  for 
that  period,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  fee.  Kinloch  v. 
Nevile  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  this  is  matter  which 
ought  to  be  specially  replied.  It  must  be  assumed  that 
the  defendant  relies  on  a  modem  right,  and  this  the  repli- 
cation disposes  of,  by  shewing  that  it  was  not  available  as 
against  the  owner  of  the  fee.  If,  indeed,  the  plaintiff  were 
bound  to  get  rid  of  every  supposable  right  of  way,  it  must 
be  admitted  that  the  replication  could  not  be  supported; 
but  the  defendant,  under  his  plea,  can  give  in  evidence 
a  modem  right  of  enjoyment  only.  It  cannot  be  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  afford  an  answer  to 
an  enjoyment  for  forty  years.  If  the  defendant  meant  to 
rely  on  an  enjoyment  as  of  right  for  a  longer  period  than 
twenty  years,  he  ought  to  plead  accordingly.  It  is  suffi- 
cient in  the  first  instance  for  the  plaintiff  to  answer  a  mo- 
dem right,  leaving  the  defendant  to  rejoin  a  more  ancient 
right,  if  it  exist.  He  then  cited  and  referred  to  the  follow- 
ing authorities: — Yin.  Abr.,  Extinguishment,  A.  to  C, 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  795. 

A  A  A  2 


i: 


i^ 


■  I, 


I 

■I 
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Exch,  of  PUaa,  Bright  V.    fValker  (a),    Buckby  v.    Coles  (*),    IVhalltji  t. 
.   ^^^'   .     Tompsmip),  Holmes  v.  Goring  {d),  Barlow  v.  Rhodes  (e), 
England      James  V.  Plant  (/),  Tickle  V.  JSroum  (y),  Bcnley  v.  4rp'^ 
will.        yard{h). 

Hayward,  in  reply. — The  5th  section  of  the  statute  em- 
powers  a  party  to  allege  the  enjoyment  of  an  easement  u 
of  right,  for  such  period  as  shall  apply  to  his  case ;  and  u 
the  defendant  might  under  his  plea  give  evidence  of  more 
than  one  kind  of  easement, — as  for  instance,  an  easement 
by  prescription, — the  plea  is  not  answered  by  a  replication 
which  applies  to  one  species  of  easement  only,  namely,  a 
modem  right  of  way*    Besides,  the  right  of  way  claimed  in 
the  plea  is  consistent  with  the  unity  of  seisin  alleged  in 
the  replication.    Further,  it  may  well  be  contended  that 
the  proper  construction  of  the  replication  is,  that  W.  C.  wss 
not  merely  seised  but  actually  possessed  of  the  two  closes 
during  part  of  the  twenty  years.    In  Stott  v.  Sioti  (t),  it  is 
laid  down  that  an  allegation  of  seisin  prim&  fSetcie  implies 
occupation,  unless  the  contrary  be  shewn  in  pleading.    The 
replication  is  therefore  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  de- 
fendant's possession  during  the  twenty  years.     [Parke,  B. 
— ^Thc  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the 
replication  confesses  an  enjoyment  in  fact,  but  shews  that 
it  was  not  good  as  against  the  owner  of  the  fee.]     It  ought 
to  have  confessed  an  enjoyment  as  of  right — that  is,  an 
apparently  rightful  enjoyment,  and  to  have    got  rid  of 
it  by  shewing  that  it  arose  from  permission,  or  the  like. 
It  may  be  that  a  good  answer  might  have  founded  upon 
the  seisin  of  W.  C,  if  the  requisite  allegations  had  been 
added;  as,  for   instance,  that  the  defendant's  user  wss 

(a)  1  C,  M.&  R.  211.  (/)  4Ad.&K749;6N.&M.282. 

(6)  5  Taunt  311.  (^)  4  Ad.&E.369;  6N.&M.230. 

(c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  371.  (h)  9 Ad.  &  E.  161 ;  3  N.  &  P.257. 

Id)  2  Bing.  76  ;  9  Moore,  166.  (t)  16  East,  343. 


«:  (#)  1  C.  &  M.  439. 
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under  a  license  from  him ;  but  no  such  fact  appears  in  this  Bxck.  rf  PUat, 
replication.  ,  ^^^' 

Per  Curiam. — If  it  be  a  seisin  with  possession,  that 
is  evidence  under  a  traverse  of  the  right  as  alleged  in 
the  plea.  The  plaintiff  had  better  amend  his  replica- 
tion. 

Leave  to  amend  accordingly,  on  payment  of  costs; 
otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


T] 


HioGiNs  V.  Green  and  Another,  Esqs.  Dee.  6. 


HIS  was  an  action  of  trover  against  the  defendants,  By  a  local  act 
justices  of  the  town  of  Bedford,  for  issuing  warrants  of  ment ofthe*^* 
distress,  under  which  the  plaintiff^s  goods  were  taken,  for  fo^/^o^**i 
nonpairment  of  rates.    The  following  case  was  stated  by  c.  cxxviu),  the 

commiitionen 

consent  of  the  parties,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court.  therein  men- 

By  a  local  act  of  the  43  Geo.  8,  c.  cxxviii  (a),  for  improv-  it'iTby 

8.  87)  with  all 
the  powers,  provitions,  and  authorities,  and  were  to  be  in  the  receipt  and  possession  of  all  com- 
positions, rates,  &c.  granted  by  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  and  the  surreyors  to  be  appointed  by  the 
commissioners  were  to  have  the  same  powers  of  demanding,  collecting,  and  recovering  payment 
of  such  compositions  &c.  as  under  that  act  By  s.  39,  the  then  surveyors  of  the  highways 
within  the  ambit  of  the  act  were,  on  a  day  to  be  appointed  by  the  commissioners,  to  pronluce  to 
them  their  accounts,  and  to  pay  over  all  balances  in  their  hands  to  the  treasurer  of  the  commis- 
sioners, and  thenceforward  their  office  was  to  be  determined.  By  s.  60,  the  coii»mt;;sioners  were 
empowered,  in  order  to  raise  money  for  carrying  the  purposes  of  the  act  into  execution,  to  lay 
one  or  more  rates  once  in  every  year,  or  oftener  if  necessary,  on  all  houses,  shops,  &c.  within 
the  town,  so  as  such  rates  should  not  exceed  Sd.  in  the  pound  in  a  year  on  their  yearly  value. 
By  a  subsequent  act,  50  Geo.  3,  c  Ixxxii,  reciting  that  the  commissioners  had  borrowed  consider- 
able sums  of  money  on  the  rates,  and  that  they  were  inadequate  to  the  purposes  of  the  act, 
the  power  of  rating  houses,  shops,  fire,  was  extended  from  Sd,  to  It.  in  the  pound  in  the  year. 
Held,  that  the  commissioners  had  no  power,  in  case  the  rates  so  levied  proved  insufficient  for 
the  purpose  of  the  act,  to  levy  a  subsidiary  rate  by  application  to  be  made  to  the  justices  by 
the  surveyor,  under  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  45. 

(a)ThefolIowiiig8ectioiiiarema-  and  in  the  receipt  and  possession 
terial  to  the  case.  Sect  37  enacts,  of  all  compositions,  rates,  assess- 
that  the  commissioners  shall  be  in-  ments,  fines,  and  penalties,  given 
vested  with  all  and  singular  the  and  granted  in  and  by  the  13  Geo. 
powers,  provisions,  and  authorities,  3,  c.  78,  or  any  act  of  Parliament 
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of  Bedford,  tec.,  certaia  commi 
appointed  for  canyingtlie  acta  into  execntion :  snd  anothc 
act  of  the  60  Geo.  8,  c.  Ixxxii,  for  amending  the  abore  ad 
vas  Bnbeeqnently  passed.  In  Febmarj,  1840,  the  sot 
Teyor  appointed  by  the  commiiaioitera  applied  to  the  jnstice 
of  the  town  of  Bedford,  and  teqnired  them  to  make  a  higb 
way  rate  for  the  five  pariflhes  of  which  the  tovu  is  compowd 


paned  for  ezplaiaing,  Mnending, 
or  Hltering  the  said  act ;  and  that 
Ihe  lurveyor  or  Burrejron  to  bs  by 
the  (aid  commiMionen  appointed 
by  virtue  of  thia  act,  shall  bare  the 
aame  powen  of  demanding,  collect- 
ing, and  recoTeriog  the  payment  of 
iuch  compowtioni,  Sec,  aa  by  the 
■aid  acta  are  in  that  leipeel  giren 
to  the  niTfeyora  of  bighwaya  i^ 
pointed  by  virtue  thereof;  which 
coinpoaitions,  he,  ahall  be  applied 
to  the  aereral  parpoae*  to  which 
the  tame  are  applicable  imdw  the 
aaid  acta,  and  Dot  otherwiae. 

Sect.  39  directa,  that  the  then 
aurreyonof  the  higbwayt  (hall,  on 
a  day  to  be  eppranted  by  the  com- 
tninionen,  produce  to  them  their 
account*  for  the  higbvaya  from  the 
time  of  their  entering  into  office  to 
that  day,  and  pay  over  balancea  in 
their  hands  to  the  treaiurer  of  the 
commUaionera,  and  that  thence- 
forward the  office  of  aurveyor  of 
the  bighwayi  (within  the  amUt  of 
the  act)  ihall  be  detennined. 

Sect  AO  enacti,  that  for  raiaing 
money  to  enable  the  commiaaioneis 
to  cany  the  purpose*  of  the  act 
into  execution,  one  or  more  rate  or 
rates,  aasenment  or  aiaesamenti, 
ihall  be  laid  and  aiietaed  by  the 
commisajonen  once  in  every  yeaf , 
or  oflener  if  they  shall  judge  it 
needfulfUpon  allmessuugca,  huuaci. 


ahopa,  waiebooae*,  baJUh^^yndi 
and  garden*,  Mtiute  with^  tlie  u 
vera]  pariahea  at  Occ,  in  the  *■ 
town  of  Bedford,  hi  aodi  aun  e 
Buma  of  moneiy  a*  the  md  e«a 
miaBonera  ahsll  order  and  dired 
but  ao  neverthelMa  a*  Oiat  nd 

menta,  do  not  exceed  in  Ibe  wUi 
in  any  mm  year,  tha  asm  of  M.  ii 
the  pound,  according  to  the  yeail 
rent  or  value  of  anch  tneaauaga 
Sec.  And  aect  59  empoweta  An 
in  like  inaaner  to  lay  a  rala^  m 
exceeding  la^  in  tha  poond,  m 
hall*,  gaol*,  chapela,  and  otbe 
puUic  bmldinga,  &c. 

The  60  Gto,  3,  c.  txxxii, — aft) 
reciting,  in  tect.  1,  the  power  o 
the  coinnu«*ioneT«  under  the  knot 
act  to  lay  rate*  not  exceeding  8) 
in  the  pound  in  any  one  year,  thi 
they  had  ttora  tims  to  tima  bM 
rowed  condderable  aoma  of  nMoc; 
on  the  credit  of  the  nte»,  wluel 
atill  remained  due,  and  thai  tb 
rates,  and  the  suma  aDowed  to  b 
borrowed  on  the  credit  of  tben 
were  inadequate  to  the  parpoara  t 
which  by  the  act  they  wer«  appli 
cable, — extends,  by*. 2,  the  powe 
of  laying  rates  on  iiii aaiisjjii 
bouae*,  &c.  from  Bd.  to  1«.  in  lb 
poimd,  and  upon  hall*,  gadi 
chapels.  Sec,  (Kun  U.  to  I1.6A  L 
the  )>ouud. 
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The  application  was  made  under  the  87th  section  of  the  E*ck.  rf  PUat, 
local  act,  which,  it  was  contended,  incorp<»rated  the  provi- 
sions  of  the  18  Geo.  8,  c.  78.  It  was  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  justices,  under  the  proyisions  of  the  45th  sec- 
tion of  the  18  Oteo.  8,  c.  78,  that  the  highways  of  the 
town  could  not  be  sufficiently  repaired  by  the  means  pre- 
scribed by  the  18  Geo.  8,  c.  78 ;  whereupon  they  ordered 
that  a  rate  not  exceeding  fonrpenoe  in  the  pound  should 
be  made  by  the  surveyor,  and  allowed  by  one  justice  of  the 
peace,  and,  when  collected  by  the  surveyor,  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  repair  of  the  highways.  A  rate  was  thereupon 
made,  and  signed  and  allowed  by  two  justices.  This  rate 
was  made  in  addition  to  the  rates  made  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  was  co-existent  with  them.  The  plaintiff  was 
rated  under  both  rates;  under  the  former  in  respect  of 
property  rateable  under  the  Highway  Act,  and  under  the 
latter  in  respect  of  property  rateable  only  by  the  local  act; 
and  having  refused  to  pay  the  above  rates,  was  distrained 
upon  by  a  warrant  by  the  defendants. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  are,  whether, 
since  the  passing  of  the  General  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  Will. 
4,  c.  50,  which  repeals  the  18  Geo.  8,  c.  78,  a  rate  or  as- 
sessment may  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  87th  section 
of  the  local  act :  and  secondly,  whether  the  rate  made  by 
the  justices  is  a  valid  rate.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
in  feivonr  of  the  plaintiff,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  by 
confession  for  him,  with  40f .  damages  and  costs :  if  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  favour  of  the  defendants,  judg- 
ment of  nolle  prosequi  is  to  be  entered  against  the  plain- 
tiff, with  costs. 

Byle$,  tot  the  plaintiff. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  a  subsidiary  rate,  in  addition  to  that  levied  by  the 
order  of  the  commissioners  under  the  local  acts,  can  be 
made  by  order  of  the  justices  under  the  46th  section  of  the 
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£»h.  ^  PUu,  IS  Geo.  8,  c.  78.  It  it  clear,  that  by  the  first  loed  aO 
.  "*^^-  ^  the  43  Geo.  8,  c.  cxxviii,  it  was  intended  that  all  the  au 
Uio«iH»  chinery  for  the  levying  of  highway  rates  under  the  13  Gee 
OauH.  ^>  ^-  ^^'  'bould  be  superseded,  as  to  the  town  of  Bedftri 
and  an  altogether  new  rate  sobatitated :  bat  it  ia  oontende 
on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  under  the  87th  aection  o 
that  act,  the  justices  hare  an  additional  power  to  make  i 
highway  rate  by  the  amreyors.  But  no  power  whatever  i 
in  temu  given  by  that  danse,  either  to  the  commiasioiier 
or  to  the  anrv^or,  to  make  a  rate ;  but  only  to  the  sof 
veyor  the  same  powers  to  recover  payment^  and  to  tb 
commissioners  the  same  powers  aa  to  the  retxipt  and  pcN 
■esuon  of  the  rates,  as  were  contained  in  the  IS  Geo.  8,  c 
78.  Where  the  legislature  intended  to  give  the  power  a 
taxation,  they  have  done  it  in  express  worda,  aa  in  the  SOU 
section,  whereby  the  commissioners  were  empowered  i 
assess  one  or  more  rates  once  a  year  upon  all  measnagea  &e 
in  the  town  of  Bedford,  bo  that  the  rates  did  not  exceed  ii 
one  whole  year  the  sum  of  &d.  in  the  ponnd.  It  is  clet 
the  legislature  meant  that  the  commissioners  abotdd  bar 
jurisdiction  to  levy  rates  only  to  the  extent  of  8d.  ia  tb 
pound  in  the  year.  But  according  to  the  construction  pn 
by  the  defendants  on  the  statute,  rates  to  an  unlimited  ex 
tent  might  be  raised.  Could  the  l^islature  have  intendet 
that  there  should  be  two  co-existing  rates?  Who  can  deter 
mine  bow  much  of  the  expenses  is  to  be  paid  out  of  each ! 
— ^The  Court  then  called  npon 

Gwming,  contra. — ^This  rate  is  made  under  an  authoriQ 
compounded  of  the  two  acts  of  Parliament,  the  18  Geo.  8 
c.  78,  and  the  local  act  of  48  Geo.  8 :  the  power  beisf 
given  by  the  latter,  and  the  rate  directed  to  be  madi 
under  the  former.  The  commissionera  are  first  empow' 
ered  to  raise  rates  to  the  amount  of  Sd.  in  the  year  oi 
houses  and  other  property  situate  iu  the  town ;  but  Uk 
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legislature  thought  this  sum  might  not  be  sufficient,  and  Bxek.  ^  PUas, 
therefore  empowered  them  also,  when  they  had  exhausted 
this  species  of  property,  to  go  to  another,  lying  out  of  the 
town  properly  so  called,  and  make  a  highway  rate.  That 
authority  is  deducible  from  the  87th  and  50th  clauses  of 
the  local  act,  taken  in  connexion  with  the  45th  section 
of  the  18  Gea  8,  c.  78.  Undoubtedly,  the  87th  section 
does  not  in  express  terms  give  the  power  to  make  a  high- 
way rate ;  but  it  invests  the  commissioners  and  the  sur- 
veyor with  all  the  "powers,  provisions,  and  authorities '^ of 
the  18  Geo.  8,  c.  78.  Of  course,  they  must  satisfy  the  jus- 
tices on  oath  that  a  greater  sum  is  required  than  the  Sd. 
in  the  pound.  lAldermm,  B. — Why  may  not  the  87th 
section  have  its  natural  meaning,  being  confined  to  the 
collection  of  rates  previously  made?  There  might  be  ar- 
rears of  rates  remaining  due  after  the  accounts  of  the  sur- 
veyors were  brought  in  under  s.  89.  That  construction 
.would  give  full  effect  to  every  word  of  the  87th  section.] 

Parks,  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  to  be  very  clear  that  the 
commissioners  had  no  power  to  cause  this  rate  to  be  made, 
by  application  to  the  justices.  The  argument  of  Mr.  Byles 
is  unanswerable,  that  the  financial  clauses  of  the  act  of  the 
43  Qeo.  3  are  confined  to  the  50th  and  87th  sections,  neither 
of  which  confers  any  such  power.  The  50th  is  the  only 
section  which  expressly  gives  the  commissioners  the  power 
of  raising  money:  and  that  enables  them  to  make  rates 
upon  certain  property,  which  shall  not  exceed  Sd.  in  the 
pound  in  any  one  year.  The  subsequent  sections  are  ex- 
planatory of  the  mode  in  which  those  rates  shall  be  raised. 
The  only  argument  which  can  be  urged  in  favour  of 
the  validity  of  the  present  rate  is  founded  on  the  87th 
section,  which,  it  is  said,  gives  the  commissioners  a  subsi- 
diary and  contingent  power,  with  the  assistance  of  the  jus- 
tices, to  levy  a  highway  rate  according  to  the  acts  then  in 
force,  if  the  other  rate  should  prove  insufficient.    If  such 
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MMtk.if  Phn,  vera  the  intmtiou  of  the  legisUtore,  it  oaght  tohsvebei 

•  ^    expressed  ia  clear  and  oneqairocal  terms :  but  this  aectk 

Uioom       gives  in  terms  no  power  to  the  comminionera  to  make 

Gkebm.       rate,  or  to  apply  to  the  justices  to  make  one.     The  clam 

is  not  very  happily  expressed,  but  it  may  be  reasonabl 

coiutraed  by  applyiog  it  to  the  coUectJon  of  i 

rates,  not  collected  at  the  time  of  bringing  in  the  s 

ors'  accounts  under  s.  89. 


Aij>BmsoN,  B, — I  am  of  the  same  opinioii.  The  pow) 
of  rating  given  by  the  50tfa  section  of  the  local  act  is 
limited  one :  if  any  power  of  nuaing  a  siibridiaiy  rate  hi 
been  given,  the  natural  place  in  which  to  find  it  would  1 
after  that  section,  and  not  before :  and  for  that  porpa 
very  clear  and  express  terms  ought  to  be  used ;  whereas  i 
such  power  is  racpress^  given  at  all.  The  general  H%l 
way  Act  contains  a  mode  of  recoveriDg  antecedent  rates,  i 
well  as  fines  and  penalties ;  and  by  supposing  the  "  powa 
provisions,  and  anthorities  "  mentioned  in  the  37th  sectio 
to  refer  to  these  objects,  we  may  give  fall  effect  to  the  ii 
tention  of  the  legislature.  Why,  then,  are  we  to  aay  thi 
they  meant  to  give,  in  the  same  act,  a  limited  and  onlimite 
power  of  taxation  ?  Again,  it  appears  very  strange,  if  tl 
defendants  are  right,  that  the  subsequent  local  sc^  60  Geo.1 
c.  Ixzxii,  makes  no  mention  whatever  of  this  snbndiai 
power.  That  act  recites  that  the  commissioneiB  are  i 
debt,  and  antfaorizes  them,  instead  of  the  Sd.  rate,  to  rail 
a  rate  of  \a.  and  la,  6d.,  but  it  contains  no  recital  of  tit 
existence  of  any  soch  subsidiary  power  as  is  now  contende 
for.  It  is  impossible  but  that  it  should  have  done  so, : 
such  a  power  had  then  existed, 

OrRNXT,  B.,  concurred. 


BoLrz,  B.— The  recital  of  the  act  of  the  60  Oea  I 
i^jpears  to  me  to  settle  the  question.    It  recites  that 
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rate  of  6d.  in  the  pound  may  be  levied,  and  enables  the  Etch,  rf  PteoMp 
commissioners  to  raise  it  to  Is.  and  li.  6d.,  and  yet  says 
nothing  as  to  the  power  of  making  additional  rates,  which, 
according  to  the  defendants,  the  commissioners  always  pos- 
sessed. Can  it  be  imagined  that  there  was  behindhand 
an  unlimited  power  to  double  or  treble  the  Sd.  rate  ?  It  is 
impossible  to  suppose  so. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Frusher  v.  Lee  and  Another.  Dec  7. 

v^ASE  for  an  irregular  distress.    The  fourth  count  of  the  Qucre,  whether 

declaration  charged  the  defendants  with  selling  the  plain-  hms  seised  hii 

tiff's  hay  and  straw  under  improper  conditions  and  restric-  J^'J^'^Jraw  un- 

tions  of  sale,  and  for  less  than  the  best  prices  that  could  have  der  a  distress 

for  reoty  may 

been  obtained.  Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before  Alders  icU  it  subject 
son,  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  at  Norwich,  it  appeared  that  the  |^a*  the  por-*^ 
hay  and  straw  had  been  sold  subject  to  a  condition  that  they  ^^^*^^  "^^ 

•^  .  consume  it  on 

should  be  consumed  upon  the  land  according  to  the  custom  the  premises, 

of  the  country,  and  it  was  alleged  that  they  had  in  conse-  custom  of  the 

quence  fetched  inferior  prices.    Evidence  was  given  for  the  ^°°^- 

defendant  to  shew  that  such  was  the  custom  of  the  coimtry 

in  the  neighbourhood  where  the  lands  lay;  and  Abbey  v. 

Peich  {a)  was  cited  as  an  authority  that  the  landlord  had  a 

right  to  impose  such  a  condition.    The  learned  Judge,  in 

summing  up,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether,  according 

to  the  custom  of  the  country,  the  hay  and  straw  could  not 

be  removed  from  the  premises ;  and  if  so,  whether,  under 

those  circumstances,  the  goods  were  sold  for  the  best  price. 

The  jury  found  that  such  was  the  custom,  but  that  the 

goods,  being  sold  subject  to  that  condition,  did  not  fetch 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  419. 


i 
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Bxeh.  of  PUat,  the  best  price;  and  upon  the  whole  case,  thej  gave  a  Yor- 
1842.        ^^  f^^  plaintiff^  damages  £51. 

In  Michaehnas  Teim,  JB.  Andrews  obtained  a  mle  nin 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection :  against 
which 

Kelly  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  case  of 
Abbey  y.  Fetch  could  not  be  supported :  if  it  were  law,  the 
consequence  would  be  that  the  landlord  would  have  the 
power  of  authorizing  any  number  of  persona  to  come  upon 
the  land,  for  depasturing  the  hay  and  straw,  during  the 
occupation  of  the  tenant.  \^Parke,  B. — ^There  are  two  con- 
flicting authorities  on  this  subject.  In  a  case  of  Janet  y. 
Hamp  (a),  Patteson,  J.,  had  ruled  at  Nisi  Prios  that  the 
landlord  had  no  right  to  conyey  such  a  condition  to  the 
sale.    Mr.  Richards  moyed  for  a  new  trial  against  that 

j  ruling,  in  this  Court,  on  the  25th  of  Aprils  1840,  and  the 

rule  was  refused  on  that  point.  That  case  was  not  refared 
to  in  Abbey  y.  Fetch.  It  must  therefore  still  be  considered 
as  a  disputed  question.  Aldersan,  B. — ^I  certainly  was  modi 
impressed  with  Mr.  KeUy^M  argument  at  the  trial,  against 

i  the  decision  in  Abbey  y.  PetchJ] 


The  case  was  then  discussed  on  other  points,  which  do 
not  call  for  a  report,  and  ultimately  the  rule  was 


.1 

ij  Dischai^^ 


(a)  Not  reported. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

Steward^  Public  Officer  of  the  East  of  England  Bank^  &c. 

V.  Greaves  and  Others.  ^'c*  ^• 

Assumpsit  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  money  had  The  creditor  of 

and  received,  and  upon  an  account  stated.  partnership, 

Second  plea,  that  the  said  causes  of  action  accrued  against  ^JJ^in^ */n*bu- 

a  certain  co-partnership,  called  "The  Southern  District  •inew  under  the 

'^  ^  stat  7  Geo.  4, 

Banking  Company,''  established  under  the  7  Gteo.  4,  c.  46,  c  46,  cannot 
and  not  otherwise,  of  which  said  co-partnership  the  defend-  duarmember'of 
ants,  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action,  were  ^  debtTut^**' 
members ;  that  the  said  causes  of  action  accrued  against  the  >nust  proceed 

against  the  pub- 

defendants  as  such  members,  and  not  otherwise;  that  one  iic  officer,  pur. 

S.  Bovill  and  one  W.  Dunn  had  been  duly  appointed  and  'ecdon^of  that 

registered  pursuant  to  the  said  statute,  as  public  officers  of  JJ^^^^* J  ^^^^ 

the  said  co-partnership,  to  sue  and  be  sued  for  and  on  peart  that  there 

...    Is  a  public  offi- 

behalf  of  the  same,  according  to  the  statute,  and  the  said  cer,  and  that  he 
persons  so  being,  and  being  duly  nominated  and  appointed  j"  rfiJJfcdo^n.* 
and  reinstered  as  such  public  officers  at  the  time  of  the      Therefore,  a 

.  .  ,.  .  J         'J  •       plea  loan  ac- 

commencement  of  this  suit,  were  hving  and  resident  in  tion  against  an 

England,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  at  the  member  of  the 

commencement  of  this  suit.— Verification.  ^ed*^hirth? 

Third  plea,  that  the  said  causes  of  action  accrued  against  cause*  of  action 

-_.  ,       ,        accrued  agunst 

the  said  co-partnership  called  "  The  Southern  District  a  certain  bank- 
Banking  Company,''  of  which,  at  the  accruing  of  the  said  I'Sfp^^^abHs^hed 
causes  of  action,  the  said  defendants  were  members  jointly  «nder  the  7 

and  not  other- 
wise, of  which  copartnership  the  defendant  was  a  member;  that  the  causes  of  action  accrued 
against  the  defendant  as  such  member  and  not  otherwise;  that  S.  B.  and  W.  D.  had  been  duly 
appointed  and  registered  pursuant  to  the  statute,  as  public  officers  of  the  copartnership,  to  sue  and 
be  sued  on  behalf  of  the  same,  and  that  the  said  persons,  so  being,  and  being  duly  nominated  and 
appointed  and  registered  as  such  public  officers,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
were  living  and  resident  in  England,  and  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court,— was  held  a  good 
answer  to  the  action. 

Such  a  plea  is  properly  pleaded  in  bar,  and  not  in  abatement. 

Held,  also,  that  the  plea  was  not  bad  as  amounting  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  con- 
tract, for  that  it  admitted  that  the  defendant  contracted,  but  avoided  the  effect  of  that  admission 
by  the  statutable  exemption  from  an  action  in  his  fiivour  :<— that  the  plea  need  not  state  that  the 
public  officers  were  nominated  while  the  company  carried  on  the  business  of  banking,  by  issu- 
ing notes,  &c ;  or  that  the  causes  of  action  did  not  arise  against  the  defendant  in  his  character 
as  a  banker. 

Held,  also,  that  the  plea,  taking  it  altogether,  sufficiently  alleged  that  the  two  persons  therein 
mentioned  actually  were  public  officers  of  the  company. 
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,  with  one  J.  W.  Oilbart  and  J,  A,  Batho,  and  vho, 
were  resident  in  England,  and  the  said  canaes  of  act 
cmed  againat  the  said  defendants  joint^  with  the  mm 
Gilbert  and  J.  A.  Batho,  and  not  againat  the  said  i 
anta  alone;  that  the  said  J.  W.  Qilbart  and  J.  A.  : 
before,  and  at  Stc.,  were  and  from  thence  hitherto  hav 
and  still  are,  members  and  co-partners  of  and  in  tl 
co>pBrtnerthip  in  the  dedaration  mentioned,  called 
East  of  England  Bank,"  and  that  the  said  plaintiff  i 
rach  pnblic  officer  of  such  bank,  and  as  the  m 
plfuntiff  on  behalf  of  the  members  of  the  said  East  oi 
land  Bank,  and  amongst  others,  of  the  said  J.  W,  C 
and  J.  A.  Batho. — Yerification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  aaa 
for  causes : — To  the  second  plea, — first,  that  the  act  c 
liament  does  not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  suing  tl 
defendants  as  he  baa  done,  and  that  it  is  not  obligat 
him  to  bring  his  action  against  one  of  the  public  d 
secondly,  that  the  plea  is  a  plea  in  bar,  and  the  obj 
stated  io  the  plea  can  only  be  taken  on  a  plea  in  abate 
thirdly,  that  the  plea  is  an  argumentative  denial  of  Uu 
ence  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration,  and  an 
to  non  assumpsit,  and  that  it  does  not  traverse  nor  c 
and  avoid  the  causes  of  action ;  fonrthly,  that  it  does  i 
pear  by  the  said  plea,  that  BoviU  and  Dunn  ever  were 
oE^ers  of  the  co-partnerslup,  whilst  the  co-partnershi 
carrying  on  bosinesa  under  the  said  act ;  fifthly,  t 
does  not  appear  by  the  said  plea,  that  the  cause  of 
accrued  against  the  co-partnership  of  persona,  in  re8| 
any  matters  connected  with  a  trading  under  the  pioi 
of  the  said  act ;  and  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  all^ 
in  the  plea,  that  although  the  causes  of  action  ai 
against  the  co-partnership  of  persons,  yet  that  the  i 
of  action  against  such  persons  accrued  in  respect  of  n 
wholly  unconnected  with  the  business  of  banking,  < 
trading  or  business  contemplated  by  the  sMd  act ;  ai 
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that  the  plea  does  not  expressly  aver  that  Bovill  and  Dunn  B*<^  rf  PUat, 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  public    wZ^IL^ 
officers  of  the  co-partnership,  but  it  is  consistent  with  it      Stkward 
that  they  might  have  been  public  officers  of  the  co->partner-      GrkaVes. 
ship,  but  had  ceased  to  be  such. — The  third  plea  was  also 
demurred  to,  on  the  ground  that  although  Gilbart  and 
Batho  were  members  of  the  co-partnership  mentioned  in 
the  plea,  yet  that  plea  did  not  shew  any  grounds  for  ab- 
solving the  defendants  firom  liability. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  of  these  sittings 
(Dec  8),  by 

BfUi,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  main  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  9th  section  of  the  Banking  Co-partnership  Act, 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  which  provides,  that  all  actions  and  suits, 
ftc.  to  be  commenced  or  instituted  by  any  persons  against 
such  co-partnership,  ''shall  and  lawfully  may''  be  com- 
menced, instituted,  and  prosecuted  against  any  one  or  more 
ciHie  public  officers  for  the  time  being  of  the  co-partnership, 
as  the  nominal  defendant  or  defendants  for  and  on  behalf 
of  such  co-partnership,  takes  away  the  common-law  right  of 
a  plaintiff  to  sue  the  members  of  the  company,  and  compels 
him  to  proceed  against  the  pubUc  officer  alone.  It  is 
submitted  that  it  does  not,  but  only  gives  an  additional 
and  less  difficult  remedy.  The  words  of  the  clause  are 
affirmaiwef  and  therefore,  according  to  the  established  rule 
of  construction  of  statutes,  do  not  abrogate  the  common 
law.  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  637,  688;  Com.  Dig.  Parlia- 
ment, (B.  28) ;  1  Bla.  Com.  89.  Suppose  the  co-partner- 
ship omitted  to  appoint  a  public  officer,  or  he  were  dead  or 
<mt  of  the  jurisdiction ;  could  it  be  contended  that  in  such 
a  case  the  partners  could  not  be  sued,  and  that  therefore  a 
creditor  of  the  company  should  be  without  remedy  ?  This 
is  an  enabling  and  not  a  disabling  statute.  It  is  an  esta- 
blished principle,  that  a  statute  ought  not  to  be  construed 


11 


714  CA81S  IN  THI   IXCHEQUXR* 

Eiek.  tf  PkM,  0*  taking  away  a  common>tav  light,  nnlesa  bj  clear 

1^^-  .     exprcM  words.  Daviton  v.  GUI  (a).    Blewiit  v.  Gonbm  {( 

8TIWABD     an  aatbority  for  the  plaintiff.    That  was  an  actioD  bnn 

Gkravsi.     iig^iist  one  of  the  members  of  a  joint-atock  compi 

which  was  empowered  by  act  of  Parliament  to  sue  and 

sued  in  the  name  of  its  secretary  or  of  one  of  the  diieeb 

and  Coleridge,  J.,  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  memt 

of  the  company  were  not  thereby  discharged  from  thai 

diridoal  responsibility.     So  also,  in  Mamera  v.  Ron^Of 

it  appears  to  hare  been  the  opinion  of  the  Vice  Chance' 

of  England,  that  the  common>law  remedy  ia  not  tal 

away  by  this  statate. — He  referred  also  to  Ftnoler  y.  Bi 

)\  erby  (rf). 

Secondly,  the  second  plea  is  bad,  as  being  pleaded  inl 
and  not  in  abatement  of  the  action :  for  it  proceeds  v\ 
\ '  the  ground,  not  that  the  defendants  did  not  contract  w 

the  plaintiff,  but  that  the  action  onght  to  be  brouj 
agiunst  them  through  their  public  officer.  That  is  in  effi 
a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  writ.  Thirdly,  the  plea  deni 
in  an  ai^umentatire  form,  the  existence  of  the  causes 
action  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  is  therefore  bad  ai 
as  amounting  to  the  general  issue.  It  contains  no  cc 
fession  of  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants  i 
dividually.  Fourthly,  the  plea  is  informal,  for  not  sb 
iog  that  the  parties  named  as  public  officers  of  the  co-pai 
nership  were  nominated  to  thdr  offices  whilst  the  c 
partnership  were  carrying  on  their  business  of  banke 
Fifthly,  it  does  not  appear  on  the  fuse  of  the  plea  that  tl 
caoses  of  action  accrued  against  the  defendants  in  the 
character  of  bankers,  but  only  as  members  of  the  coi 
pany.  Lastly,  it  does  not  state  in  terms  that  the  parti 
mentioned  therein  actually  were  public  officers,  but  on 
that  they  bad  been  nominated  and  appointed  and  registen 

{a)  1  Ea>t,  64.  (c)  10  Sim.  470. 

{b)    1    Dowl.   P.  C.    (N.    S.)  (d)  2MW1.4  Gr.7eO;3Sco 

813.  N.  R.  138. 
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as  such,  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.     It  is  con-  Ejtch.  of  PUat, 
sistent  with  this  allegation  that  they  might  have  ceased  *  ^ 

to  fill  the  office.  Steward 

The  third  plea  is  clearly  bad.  There  is  nothing  to  pre-  grkavbs. 
dude  one  banking  company,  by  its  public  officer,  from 
suing  another  such  company,  although  they  may  be  indi- 
viduals who  are  shareholders  in  both  companies.  The  ac- 
tion is  not  brought  against  them  in  respect  of  bills  or  notes, 
or  any  thing  necessarily  connected  with  the  business  of 
bankers. 

Ogle,  contra. — The  second  plea  is  good  both  in  substance 
and  in  form.  Under  the  7  Oeo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  9,  actions 
must  be  brought  against  the  public  officers  of  the  co-part- 
nership, and  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  individual 
members.  The  words  '^  shall  and  lawfully  may  "  are  here 
imperative,  and  the  remedy  pointed  out  by  the  statute  must 
be  pursued.  Such  words  are  to  be  construed  as  imperative, 
wherever  that  is  necessary  in  order  to  carry  out  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature.  Bac.  Abr.,  Statute,  (I.  5).  Thus, 
the  Stat.  8  &9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  which  enacts  that  plaintiffs 
'^  may  assign  or  suggest  breaches  "  on  bonds,  is  construed 
as  compelling  them  so  to  do :  Hardy  v.  Bern  (a),  Roks  v. 
Itosewell  {b) .  It  is  said  that  the  common-law  right  can  only 
be  taken  away  by  negative  words ;  yet  that  statute  con- 
tains none  such.  The  cases  on  this  subject  are  all  collected 
in  the  notes  to  Gainsford  v.  Griffith  (c),  [Parke,  B. — The 
word  "  may''  in  the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  does  not  mean 
"  must.''  The  statute  preventsthe  plaintiff  from  recover- 
ing the  full  penalty  of  the  bond,  and  limits  him  to  damages 
only ;  then  it  enables  him  to  assign  more  breaches  than 
one,  which  he  could  not  do  before:  that  word  "may," 
therefore,  has  its  proper  effect.]  Gainsford  v.  Griffith  de- 
cides, that  wherever  a  statutory  remedy  is  given  for  the 

(a)  5  T.  R.  636.  (6)  Id.  538.  (c)  1  Saund.  57. 

VOL.  X.  B  B  B  M.  W. 
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<M*.  »f  Pi—t,  benefit  of  sn  indiTidiuil,  it  mtut  be  porsoed  ;  and  hi 
.  ,  •  mbmitted  that  the  legislatnn  intended  the  proceed 
BnwAKo  be  taken  against  the  public  officer,  and  agfunst  hii 
Qu^vu.  f^"'''  T-  £Ri?A/(a),  Crop  T.^itn&wry  {b),  TimmM  v.  HVU 
and  T7u  Dttndalk  RaUvaj/  Coo^ptaty  v.  Taptter  {d), 
cases  illnstratire  of  the  principle  contended  foe  by 
fendaats.  These  banking  companiei  are  the  creat 
the  legistature;  they  were  permitted  to  exist  only 
•tat.  7  GLeo.  4,  c.  46;  they  are  therefore  bound  also 
mode  of  proceeding  pointed  out  by  the  legislature 
cially  when  it  is  considered,  that  otherwise  a  defeat 
this  position  cannot  avail  himself  of  many  of  the  pro 
of  the  statute,  and  that  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff 
also  be  most  imperfect  and  unsatisfactory.  Supp 
rae  one  of  the  members  who  was  a  party  to  the  co: 
and  he  pleads  in  abatement  the  nonjcnnder  of  anot 
others,  and  the  plaintiff  then  brings  another  action  ■ 
them  also ;  they  may  again  plead  in  abatement,  ai 
proceedings  may  be  so  protracted  ad  infinitum.  ( 
other  hand,  if  the  party  first  sued  neglected  to  pi 
abatement,  judgment  would  go  against  him  for  the 
amount  of  the  debt  claimed,  and  no  part  of  the  pr 
of  the  copartnership  would  be  available  to  satisfy  it,  t 
bis  own  five  or  ten  shares :  nor  could  the  creditor 
wards  sue  the  other  members,  because  they  would 
the  jadgment  recovered  in  the  former  action.  An< 
if  tlie  plaintifi*  applied  to  a  court  of  equity  to  obtt 
names  of  the  members  of  the  company,  all  he  could 
would  be  the  names  of  the  then  partners,  and  of  tl 
sons  who  originally  executed  the  deed  of  settlement, 
might  not  include  all  those  who  were  parties  to  th 
tract;  and  if  he  were  to  proceed  against  one  defends 
many,  it  would  be  ground  of  nonsuit.    On  the  otbei 


{a)  3  T.  R.  442. 
\h)  8  BiDg.  3M 1  1  M.  &  Scott, 
046. 


(e)  2G.&D.  621. 
\d)  1  G.  &  D.  657. 
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supposing  the  company  suing  as  plaintifiPs,  they  would  be  Exek,  of  pimom^ 
nonsuited  if  one  too  few  were  joined.  For  such  reasons  it  ^  ^  . 
is  that  the  legislature  has  introduced  a  code  of  pleading  Steward 
and  proceedings,  avoiding  all  these  inconveniences,  which  GmEAvss. 
therefore  ought  to  be  followed.  The  4th  section  enacts, 
that  the  co-partnership  shall,  before  issuing  any  bills  and 
notes,  &;c.,  deliver  at  the  stamp-office  an  account  setting 
forth  the  title  of  the  co-partnership  and  names  of  the  mem- 
bers, and  also  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  persons 
who  shall  have  been  appointed  public  officers,  ''in  the 
name  of  any  one  of  whom  such  corporation  ahaU  sue  and 
be  sued  as  hereinafter  provided.'^  There  the  words  used 
are  more  directly  imperative.  Upon  the  principle  con- 
tended for  on  the  other  side,  each  individual  member 
would  be  liable  to  the  penalty  of  500/.  a  week,  imposed  by 
the  18th  section  on  the  co-partnership,  for  neglecting  to 
deliver  such  account  pursuant  to  the  4th  section.  Again, 
if  the  plaintiff  be  right,  the  10th  section,  which  provides 
that  no  person  having  a  demand  against  the  copartnership 
shall  bring  more  than  one  action  for  it,  and  that  a  recovery 
against  the  public  officer  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  the  same  demand  against  any  other 
public  officer,  is  altogether  a  dead  letter.  It  is  clear  also 
firom  the  12th  and  Idth  sections,  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  the  funds  of  the  co-partnership  should  be  pri- 
marily liable  to  creditors ;  but  under  this  proceeding  there 
is  no  remedy  whatever  against  the  partnership  effects. — He 
cited  also  Harrison  y.  Ttmtnins  (a),  Wilson  v.  Craven  (&),  and 
Ex  parte  Wood{c);  and  then  contended  that  the  formal  ob- 
jections to  the  plea  could  not  be  supported. 

He  admitted  that  he  could  not  maintain  the  third  plea. 

Butt^  in  reply. — In  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  the 

(a)  4M.  &  W.  510.  {c)   1   Mont,    Deac,    &   De 

{h)  8M.  &W.  584.  Gex,92. 
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u  the  remedy  was  created  by  the  statu 
Here  the  banking  company  exists  for  many  poiposea  wil 
oat  the  aid  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  This  is  a  reined 
act,  and  ought  to  be  constmed  beneficially  for  creditors 
the  co-partnership.  The  defendants  will  hare  their  rig 
of  contribution,  as  in  other  cases  of  partnership.  The  IS 
section  is  nothing  more  than  a  mode  of  carrying  out  tl 
agreement  recited  in  the  first  section.  The  conaideratii 
for  the  allowing  these  companies  to  issue  bills  and  notes 
their  increased  liability  nnder  the  statute,  and  the  18 
section  is  introduced  merely  to  carry  out  that  agreemei 
It  has  been  decided  that,  in  respect  to  criminal  procee 
ings  for  forgery  committed  on  joint-stock  banking  coi 
panies,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  are  cumulative  mere] 
and  that  the  prosecutor  may  notwithstanding  lay  ti 
intent  according  to  the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  fi 
s.  28,  to  be  to  defiraud  any  specified  memb^  of  the  coi 
pany  "  and  others :"  Rex  v.  Jamei  {a) . 

Cur.  adr.  volt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Fabss,  B. — [His  Lordship  stated  the  second  plea,  ai 
continued :] — Six  objections  were  made  on  the  argume 
of  the  demurrer  to  this  plea,  one  of  substauce,  the  others 
a  formal  nature. 

The  principal  objection  was,  that  in  the  case  of  a  compai 
established  and  carrying  on  business  under  the  provisioi 
of  the  statute  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  the  individual  members 
it  are  liable  to  be  sued  upon  the  contracts  of  the  compan 
as  they  would  have  been  but  for  that  statute,  whichj  it  w 
argued,  gave  an  additional  or  cumulative,  not  an  exclusi 
remedy  against  the  company,  by  an  action  against  t! 
public  officer. 


(a)  7  C.  &  P.  553. 
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This  question,  on  account  of  its  importance,  the  Court  E*eh.  of  Pieat, 
took  time  to  consider.     We  have  considered  it,  and  are  all     v^..^^^ 
of  opinion,  that  the  creditors  of  a  company  so  established,      Stbward 
and  having  a  public  officer,  have  no  remedy  against  the      grbavbs. 
individual  members,  as  at  common  law.    And  we  are  of 
this  opinion  upon  the  words  of  the  ninth  section,  giving  the 
remedy  against  the  public  officers,  and  upon  the  whole 
purview  of  the  act. 

The  words  of  the  section  are,  that  ''  all  actions  against 
the  co-partnership  shall  and  lawfully  may  be  commenced, 
instituted,  and  prosecuted  against  one  or  more  of  the  public 
officers  nominated  as  before  mentioned,  as  the  nominal 
defendant.^'  These  words,  according  to  their  ordinary 
import,  are  obligatory,  and  ought  to  have  that  construc- 
tion, unless  it  would  lead  to  some  absurd  or  inconvenient 
consequence,  or  would  be  at  variance  with  the  intent  of 
the  legislature,  to  be  collected  from  other  parts  of  the  act. 
But  this  construction  is  manifestly  reasonable  and  consist- 
ent with  the  context,  and  in  accordance  with  the  intent 
of  the  framers  of  the  act,  to  be  collected  firom  every  part 
of  it. 

It  is  clear  from  the  recital  in  the  act,  and  the  scope  of 
most  of  its  provisions,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  give 
to  corporations,  and  to  co-partnerships  of  more  than  six, 
within  the  limits  therein  mentioned,  the  power  of  being 
banks  of  issue,  the  Bank  of  England  waiving  its  exclusive 
privilege  in  their  favour,  on  the  condition  that  the  indivi- 
duals should  be  liable  for  the  bills  and  notes  issued  or 
money  borrowed  by  such  corporations  or  companies,  in 
the  qualified  mode  pointed  out  by  the  act.  This  liability, 
by  the  common  law,  would  not  attach  at  all  to  individual 
members  of  corporations,  and  would  attach,  in  a  different 
mode  from  that  provided  for  by  the  statute,  to  members  of 
companies:  for,  at  common  law,  those  members  only  would 
be  liable  who  were  such  when  the  contract  was  entered 
into,  but  by  the  statute,  not  only  those,  but  all  who  be- 
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Bxek.  of  Piea»t  came  members  afterwards,  and  tiiitil  the  bills^  notes,  or 
^  ^  .  debts  were  paid,  are  made  liable.  At  common  law,  all  the 
Steward  goods  of  the  Contracting  parties  and  their  persons  wonid 
QmMAVMB.  be  liable  to  immediate  execution, — by  the  statute,  the 
goods  of  the  company  are  liable,  and  the  members  for  the 
time  being  at  the  period  of  the  execution,  in  the  first  in- 
stance,  and  afterwards  those  who  were  so  at  the  time  of 
the  contracts  being  entered  into  or  carried  into  effect,  or 
when  the  judgment  was  obtained  thereon.  In  a  proceed- 
ing against  individuals,  they  would  be  liable  to  simple-con- 
tract debts  for  six  years,  to  specialties  for  twenty :  in  the 
statutory  mode  of  proceeding,  the  members  who  have 
ceased  to  be  such  for  three  years  are  exempt  from  debts 
of  every  description.  Thus  the  liability  created  by  the 
statute  is  very  different  from  that  which  would  exist  with- 
out it;  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  legislature 
meant  to  leave  it  to  the  option  of  any  creditor,  whether 
the  members  of  the  company  should  be  subject  to  one 
species  of  liability  or  the  other,  still  less  that  a  creditor 
should  have  the  power  of  depriving  them  of  the  statutory 
protection  ^hich  is  given  to  each  after  having  ceased  for 
three  years  to  be  a  partner.  The  framers  of  the  act  had 
in  view  the  convenience  of  the  public,  and  thereby  prorided 
a  more  convenient  remedy  to  creditors  than  at  common 
law;  but  they  had  also  in  view  the  benefit  of  the  members 
of  the  company,  by  restricting  their  personal  liability.  All 
the  clauses  of  the  statute  are  consistent  with  this  view,  and 
there  is  one,  the  10th,  which  seems  to  shew  that  the  legis- 
lature did  not  contemplate  that  an  action  would  lie  for  the 
same  debt  against  the  individual  members  and  against  the 
nominal  defendant;  for  it  provides,  that  if  the  merits 
have  been  tried  in  one  action  against  one  public  officer, 
the  proceeding  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  against 
any  other  public  officer,  and  it  does  not  make  a  similar 
provision  if  the  merits  have  been  decided  in  an  action 
against  individual  members. 
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It  was  objected  at  the  bar,  that  a  creditor  must  at  all  Exch.  ofPUast 
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events  be  entitled  to  sue  the  individual  members  if  there  *  ^ 

should  be  no  public  officer,  or  if  the  officer  happened  to  be      Stswabd 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  so  as  not  to  be  capable  of  being       GaEAVKi. 
served  with  process ;  and  that  if  he  must  have  the  remedy 
in  such  cases,  it  might  be  presumed  he  was  at  liberty  to 
have  recourse  to  it  in  all. 

If  it  should  be  conceded  that  in  those  special  cases  it 
would  be  competent  for  a  creditor  to  sue  the  members  at 
common  law,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  to  avoid  a 
failure  of  justice,  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  he 
would  have  the  right  to  do  so  where  the  necessity  did  not 
exist,  and  there  was,  as  there  is  in  the  present  case,  an 
officer  resident  within  the  jurisdiction.  Whether,  even  in 
such  cases,  an  action  would  lie  against  individual  members, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  on  the  present  occasion ;  but 
there  is  strong  ground  to  contend,  that  the  legislature 
meant  that  there  should  always  be  a  public  officer  capable 
of  being  sued,  and  that  the  company  are  compellable  by 
law  to  appoint  one. 

The  case  oiBlewitt  v.  Crcrdon  was  cited  as  an  authority 
that  the  creditor  had  an  option  to  sue  a  company,  consti- 
tuted  as  this  is,  or  its  individual  members;  but  the  act 
under  which  the  company  mentioned  in  that  case  was  in- 
stituted was  very  different  from  the  present,  and  the  words 
"shall  and  lawfully  may''  were  held,  explained  by  the  con- 
text, not  to  be  obligatory. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  act  of  Parliament 
meant  to  give  one  remedy  only,  and  that  against  the  com- 
pany, in  the  name  of  its  public  officer,  and  that  the  com* 
mon-law  remedy  is  taken  away,  at  least  where  such  officer 
exists  and  is  in  England ;  and  consequently  that  the  second 
plea  is  good  in  substance. 

(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  816. 


I 


1:1: 


I 
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It  remaiaB  for  oi  to  consider  the  other  6ve  objecti( 
all  of  a  formal  nature,  to  that  plea. 

The  aecond  objection  was,  that  the  defence  given  by 
statute  to  individuals,  was  onl/  pleadable  in  abateme 
but  it  is  clearly  matter  in  bar;  it  is  a  statutable  exempt 
fVom  the  defendants*  liability  to  any  action  against  them 
alt  events,  at  the  time  this  action  was  brought. 

The  third  objection  was,  that  the  plea  amounted  to 
ar^mentative  denial  of  the  contract.  The  answer  is,  t 
it  does  not ;  it  admits  that  the  defendants  contracted,  I 
avoids  the  effect  of  thatadmisuonbythe  statutable  exei 
tion  from  an  action  iu  this  form. 

Fourthly,  it  was  alleged  that  the  two  persons  named 
officers,  were  not  so  nominated  whilst  the  company  carr 
on  the  business  of  banking  by  issoing  notes,  &c.  1 
answer  is,  that  the  statute  does  not  require  the  appointmi 
to  be  made  during  that  time.  It  may  be  made,  and  indi 
ought  to  be,  before  they  issue  notes  at  all. 

Fifthly,  it  is  objected  that  the  second  plea  doea  not  st 
that  the  causes  of  action  arose  against  the  defendants 
their  character  as  bankers.  The  same  answer  may  be  gii 
as  to  the  fourth  objection — the  statute  doea  not  require 
If  they  are  bankers,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  tl 
may  sue  and  be  sued  on  any  contract  entered  into  by  i 
partners ;  and  if  this  objection  were  well  founded,  the  ' 
claration  would  be  bad. 

The  sixth  objection  is,  that  there  is  no  averment  tl 
the  two  persons  named  actually  were  public  officers,  but  01 
that  they  had  been  nominated  and  teen  registered  aa  au 
We  have  had  some  doubt  upon  this  point  of  mere  for 
but  we  think  that  there  is  a  positive  averment  that  tl 
were,  as  the  plea  concludes  by  stating,  that  they  so  6ei 
and  being  duly  nominated  public  officers,  as  aforesaid,  w 
resident  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  ice. 

The  result  is,  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  our  jui 
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xnent  on  the  second  plea.     The  third  was  properly  aban-  Exck,  of  PUat, 

doned  by  the  defendants'  counsel :  on  that  the  plaintiff  is  "'  ^ 

entitled  to  judgment.  St<wakd 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  (a).  Grbavks. 


(a)  In  another  similar  case 
against  another  member  of  the 
same  company,  {Steward  v.  HUU)y 
a  plea  similar  in  substance  to  the 
second  plea  in  this  case  was  plead- 


edy  but  in  abatement  instead  of 
in  hary  and  the  Court  on  this 
groundgave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 


Appleqarth  v.  Collet. 

UEBT,  in  the  sum  of  £50,  for  money  had  and  received 
by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  Plea,  as  to 
the  sum  of  27/.  Oa,  6rf.,  parcel  &c.,  that  before  the  receiv- 
ing of  that  sum  by  the  defendant,  a  race  over  a  fair 
hunting  country,  for  a  certain  sweepstakes,  to  wit,  two 
sovereigns  each,  with  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
fifteen  sovereigns,  added,  was  about  to  be  run  by  a  mare 
of  the  plaintiff  and  divers  horses  of  other  persons;  that 
before  the  said  race,  the  said  sweepstakes  of  two  sovereigns 
each  and  fifteen  sovereigns  added,  being  the  prize  for 
which  the  said  race  was  to  be  run,  and  being  a  less  sum 
than  50/.,  was  deposited  with  the  defendant,  to  be  by  him 
paid  over  to  the  winner  of  the  said  race ;  that  the  said 
race  was  run,  and  the  plaintiff's  mare  became  the  winner 
thereof;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  27/.  Oa,  6d.  was  received 
by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  hereinbefore  mentioned, 
and  not  otherwise. — Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  it  did  not 
appear  by  the  plea  that  the  said  money  was  deposited,  or 
the  said  race  won  as  therein  mentioned,  before  the  23rd 

ed ;  but  at  all  events  this  must  be  taken  to  be  the  case  since  the  stat  6  & 


Dec,  9. 

Since  the  repeal 
of  the  Stat.  18 
Geo.  2,  c.  19,  a 
horse-race  for 
money  given  by 
third  persons, 
by  way  of  price, 
is  not  illegal. 

The  Stat.  16 
Car.  2,  c.  9, 
does  not  prohi- 
bit all  gaming, 
but  only  such 
as  h  fraudulent 
or  exceuhe, 

A  horse-race 
for  a  sweep- 
stakes of  £2 
each  is  not 
within  the 
2nd  section 
of  the  9  Anne, 
c.  14,  nor,  as  it 
seems,  within 
the  5th  section ; 
there  not  being 
any  loser  to  the 
amount  of  jf  10. 

Semble,  that 
by  the  stat.  9 
Anne,  c.  14,  not 
only  the  «ectf- 
rity  given  for  a 
gaming  debt, 
buttheeofi/raetf 
itselfywasavoid- 
6  Will.  4,  c.  41. 
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Bmh.  a/  Pitt,  day  of  Marcli/1840,  [the  day  on  which  the  statate  3  Y 
c.  5  pftssed] ;  or  thnt  money  was  deposited  by  any  pen 
to  the  amount  of  10/. ;  or  that  the  said  money  coDsist 
of  any  wager  or  stake  deposited  to  the  amonnt  of  lOL  ; 
that  any  person  lost  money  to  that  amoont ;  or  that  the  si 
race  was  contrary  to  any  statute. — Joinder  in  demurrer 
The  case  was  argued  on  the  6th  of  December,  by 


Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  is 
answer  to  the  action.  There  is  nothing  in  any  atati 
relating  to  horse-racing  which  makes  the  transaction  i 
forth  in  the  plea  illegal.  The  third  section  of  the  atati 
13  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  (relating  to  the  weighta  to  be  carried  1 
racehorses,)  was  repealed  by  the  18  Oeo.  2,  c.  34,  s.  1 
and  the  other  provisions  of  the  same  statute  bave  bo 
repealed  by  the  3  Vict.  c.  5,  which  passed  before  the  coi 
mencement  of  this  action.  The  question  therefore 
whether  either  the  statute  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  or  the  9  Ann 
c.  14,  relating  to  gaming  generally,  applies  to  the  prese 
case.  Now  the  second  section  of  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  aj 
plies  only  to  fraudulent  gaming,  being  directed  again 
persons  who  shall  "  by  any  fraud,  shift,  cosenage,  circuu 
vention,  deceit,  or  unlawful  device  or  ill  practice  whatsi 
ever,"  in  playing  at  or  betting  on  cards  and  other  gami 
therein  mentioned  (of  which  horse-racing  is  one),  win  an 
sum  of  money  or  other  valuable  thing  whatsoever.  An 
the  third  section  is  especially  directed  to  the  prevention  i 
excemve  arid  immoderate  gaming,  whereby  above  lOOt.  u 
lost  at  any  one  time  or  meeting  "  upon  ticket  or  credit,  i 
otherwise ;"  in  which  case  the  loser  is  not  to  be  compelli 
ble  to  make  it  good,  and  the  contract  and  all  securities  fc 
payment  are  declared  void.  The  notion  upon  which  thi 
section  was  framed  appears  to  have  been,  that  there  woul 
be  less  danger  of  excessive  and  immoderate  gaming,  i 
parties  were  thus  prevented  from  losing  more  money  thai 
they  had  about  them  at  the  time.    Then  the  statute  9  Anne 
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c.  14,  8.  2,  enacts,  that  any  person  "  who  shall  at  any  time  Bxeh.  of  /»/#«#, 

or  sitting,  by  playing  at  cards,  dice,  tables,  or  other  game  ^ 

or  games  whatsoever,  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands   Appleoartu 

of  snch  as  do  play  at  any  of  the  games  aforesaid,  lose  to       Collbt. 

any  one  or  more  person  or  persons  so  playing  or  betting  in 

the  whole  the  sum  or  value  of  10/.,  and  shall  pay  or  deliver 

the  same  or  any  part  thereof,^'  may  within  three  months 

sue  for  and  recover  it  back  from  the  winner  in  an  action 

of  debt  ,*  and  in  case  of  his  not  suing  within  that  period,  a 

right  of  action  for  treble  the  value  is  given  to  the  common 

informer.     The  object  of  this  section  was  in  effect  to 

reduce  the  sum  of  100/.  mentioned  in  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7, 

8.  3,  to  10/.     But  a  debt  for  money  won  at  gaming  from 

one  person  for  a  sum  under  10/.,  is  perfectly  valid;  and 

here  no  person  could  lose  more  than  21.     Assuming, 

therefore,  that  the  statute  of  Anne  applies  to  horse-racing, 

as  well  as  the  16  Car.  2,  it  does  not  include  this  case. 

Butty  contra. — ^The  effect  of  all  the  statutes  taken  to- 
gether was  this.  By  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  s.  2,  all  horse- 
racing,  for  whatever  amount,  was  illegal.  By  the  0  Anne, 
c.  14,  (which  does  not  repeal  the  statute  of  Charles,)  all 
gaming  is  illegal;  and  that  statute  has  been  decided  to 
include  horse-racing  (a),  though  not  specifically  mentioned, 
as  in  the  statute  of  Charles.  Under  those  two  statutes, 
therefore,  all  horse-racing  was  illegal :  it  was  not  legal  if 
for  a  stake  under  10/.,  although  if  the  sum  lost  were  above 
10/.,  the  party  might,  by  the  second  section  of  the  statute 
of  Anne,  have  an  action  to  recover  it  back.  The  16  Car. 
2,  c.  7,  s.  2,  first  points  to  fraudulent  winning  at  cards, 
dice,  &c.,  and  then  contains  an  independent  enactment  as 
to  *'  cock-fightings,  horse-races,  dog-matches,  foot-races,  or 
other  pastimes,  game  or  games  whatsoever,'^  not  qualified 
by  any  words  relating  to  fraudulent  practices.    The  case 

(a)  Blaxtan  v.  Pye,  1  Wilt.  339  ;  Claytm  v.  Jenmnga,  2  W.  Bla.  706. 
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'.  Huichuuon  (a)  altewa  that  fraud  is  no 
saiy  to  render  a  dogmatch  illegal  within  these  t 
Then  came  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  h.  3,  and  18  Geo. : 
s.  II,  which  legalized  horse-races  for  a  plate  of  the 
50/.  or  upwards,  leaviBg  the  law,  as  to  stakes  of 
value,  as  it  was  before.  [AldcrBon,  B.,  referred  t 
btim  V.  Mariey  [b).  Ro(fe,  B.— The  IS  Geo.  2,  c.  a 
which  aays,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  to  run  any  m 
start  for  any  plate  &c.  of  the  value  o£  60/.  or  upw 
any  weights  and  in  any  place,  without  being  liabl* 
penalties  in  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  10,  as  to  weig^hts, "  ani 
same  manner  as  might  have  been  done  if  the  said  : 
never  been  made,"  would  seem  to  shew  by  necesaar 
cation,  that  if  the  18  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  had  never  pf 
horse-race  of  this  nature  would  have  been  legal.] 
not  so.  The  13  Geo.  1,  c.  19,  legalised  horse-race 
stake  of  501.,  but  clogged  tliem  with  many  iucon 
restrictions,  which  the  18  Geo.  2,  c.  34,  removed,  i 
words  "  as  might  have  been  done  if  the  said  act  hai 
been  made  "  have  reference  to  those  restrictive  enad 
Such  was  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of  those  atat 
Evans  v.  Pratt  (c).  [Alderton,  B. — In  M'AUester  v.  He 
Lawrence,  J.,  ruled  that  an  action  lies  upon  a  wag 
horse-race  run  for  GO/,  or  upwards,  if  neither  of  th 
betted  amounts  to  10/.]  It  may  be  that  if  the  mc 
paid,  being  under  10/.,  it  shall  not  be  recovered  bac! 
parties  being  in  pari  delicto;  but  the  contract  can 
enforced  in  any  case,  contrary  to  the  express  profaibi 
the  statute.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  of  A 
legalize  gaming  for  an  amount  under  10/.  [Alderaot 
In  Edgebury  v.  Rosindak  (e),  which  was  decided 
diately  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Charles, 
held  that  an  agreement  to  run  a  horse-race  for  moi 

(a)  Ante,  85.  P.  C.  {N.  S.)  605. 

(b)  2  Str.  1159.  (d)  2  Cunpb.  438. 

(c)  4  Scott,  N.  R.  378 ;  1  Don).        (e)  2  Lev.  04  ;  I  Ventr 
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100/.  was  prohibited  by  that  statute ;  but  it  never  seems  to  Exch.  of  pum, 

have  occurred  to  the  Court  that  all  horse-races  were  void.]  - 

That  case  has  reference  to  the  third  section  of  the  statute.    Applbqarth 

[Parke,  B. — Supposing  the  defendant  had  given  a  promis-       Collet. 

Bory  note  to  pay  the  271.  Os.  6d,,  could  it  be  enforced  ?    If 

not,  can  a  parol  promise? — His  Lordship  referred  to 

M*Kinnelly.  Robinson  (a).]     It  must  be  conceded,  that  if 

this  were  the  case  of  a  promissory  note,  the  action  could 

not  be  maintained ;  and  where  is  the  difference  between 

that  and  the  present  case?    An  express  promise  would  be 

a  security  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  being  an 

agreement ;  a  fortiori,  no  implied  promise  can  arise  out  of 

the  same  matter.     It  is  said  on  the  other  side,  that  this  is 

not  a  wager  of  10/.  or  upwards,  the  stake  being  2/.  each  ; 

but  it  has  been  decided  that  the  stcike  is  the  aggregate  of 

all  the  sums  subscribed:  Challandv,  Bray  {b).     Here  the 

plea  is  pleaded  as  to  the  27/.  Os.  6d.,  and  professes  to 

answer  that.     No  doubt,  if  a  party  lost  less  than  10/.  and 

paid  it,  he  could  not  recover  it  back,  nor  would  the  winner 

be  liable  to  the  treble  penalty ;  but  the  game  on  which  the 

illegal  contract  is  made  is  the  race  run  for  the  aggregate 

sum. 

Martin,  in  reply.*— The  case  of  Evans  v.  Pratt  merely 
decided  that  a  steeple-chase  was  a  horse-race  within  the 
stat.  18  Gteo.  2,  c.  34.  In  M^Kinnell  v.  Robinson,  the  de- 
cision was,  that  money  lent  to  play  at  hazard  could  not  be 
recovered  back,  because  hazard  is  an  illegal  game,  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  12  G^o.  2,  c.  28.  That  case  does  not 
apply,  unless  horse-racing  be  an  illegal  game.  Daintree  v. 
Hutchinson  only  decided  that  a  dog-race  for  £\Q0  is  within 
the  statute  of  Anne.  Now  at  common  law,  gaming  was 
perfectly  legal,  Sherbom  v.  Colebear  {c),  and  it  can  only 
be  unlawful  by  virtue  of  some  statute.     It  is  not  made  so 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  434.      (6)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  783.      (c)  2  Vcntr.  175. 
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£Mk.  >/  Pint,  hj  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  which  applies  only  to  framdm 
'  •    gaming,  and  to  excettive  gaming  «i  credit.     There  is 

ArrLBOAKis  thing  ID  that  statute  to  make  m>y  game  per  se  illq 
Coii-ET.  It  would  be  somewhat  strange  if  it  were  so,  inasmoch 
Charles  II.  was  a  great  patron  of  horce-raciDg,  and  i 
breed  of  hones  in  this  country  was  much  improved 
horses  brought  over  in  part  of  the  dowiy  of  his  qoe 
Catherine  of  Bragansa,  from  Tangier.  Then  the  fint  i 
tioQ  of  the  statute  of  Anne  was  framed  to  cany  out  ' 
provisions  of  the  former  act  into  more  complete  effect, 
avoiding  bonds  or  other  securities  given  in  respect  of  de 
contracted  at  gaming:  bnt  there  is  nothing  in  that  sect 
to  make  borse-racing,  or  a  wager  upon  it,  iU^al,  where 
security  is  given.  It  leaves  the  debt  arising  upon  the  a 
tract  as  it  was  before.  The  legislature  might  well  s 
that  the  contract  itself  should  be  brought  before  i 
Court,  that  they  might  judge  of  it  legality.  [Aldcn 
B. — 'Would  the  defendant  have  been  Bable  on  a  promisK 
note  ?  If  not,  then,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  in  Yot 
V.  Moore  (a),  is  not  the  contract  void  ?]  The  dicti 
in  that  case  was  extra-jodidal,  and  is  at  variance  with  1 
eases  of  RobtTison  v.  Bland  (4)  and  Baiyeau  v.  Walm»ley\ 
Secondly,  the  9  Auue,  c.  14,  a.  2,  is  directed  against  t 
case  of  parties  losing  j£10  or  upwards ;  here  nobody  cot 
lose  more  than  jE2. 

Cur.  adr.  volt. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  dehvered  by 

Balfi,  B. — ^This  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  : 
ceived  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleadt 
that  as  to  27/.  fit.  6<f.  parcel  &c.,  a  certain  nxx  for 
sweepstakes,  (to  wit,  of  two  sovereigns  each,)  with  a  o 


(ft)  2  Burr.  1077;  I  W.  BIa.2i 
(e)  SStra.  1249. 
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tain  sum  of  money  (to  wit,  fifteen  sovereigns)  added^  was   Bxck,  of  PUaa, 
about  to  be  run  by  and  between  a  mare  of  the  plaintiff  ^  *  ^ 

and  divers  horses  of  other  persons^  and  before  the  race^  Applega&th 
the  said  sweepstakes  of  two  sovereigns  each  and  the  fifteen  Collby. 
sovereigns  added,  (being  the  prize  for  which  the  said  race 
was  to  be  run,)  and  being  less  than  j£50,  to  wit,  £29,  of 
which  the  said  sum  of  27/.  Qs.  6d.  is  parcel,  was  delivered 
to  and  received  by  the  defendant  to  abide  the  event  of 
the  race.  The  plea  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  the  race  was 
afterwards  run,  that  the  plaintiff  won  the  race,  and  that 
the  money  was  received  by  him^  the  defendant,  under  the 
circumstances  aforesaid,  and  no  others. 

To  the  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred.  The  plea  was  evi- 
dently framed  on  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
which  prohibits  all  horce- races  for  a  plate  or  prize  of  less 
value  than  £50:  the  pleader  having  inadvertently  over- 
looked the  circumstance  that  the  statute  of  Geo.  2  was  re- 
pealed by  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  5.  The  plea,  therefore,  so  far 
as  it  rests  on  the  statute  of  Geo.  2,  clearly  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. 

It  was,  however,  argued  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that 
independently  of  the  statute  Geo.  2,  the  plea  discloses  a 
good  defence,  for  that  the  whole  transaction  was  illegal 
under  the  statutes  against  gaming,  namely,  16  Car.  2,  c.  7, 
and  9  Anne,  c.  14,  and  consequently  that  the  money  in 
question  cannot  be  recovered  in  a  court  of  justice. 

But  this  argument  cannot  be  supported. 

According  to  the  construction  which  a  great  variety  of 
cases  have  put  on  these  acts,  it  must  be  taken,  first,  that 
horse-racing  is  a  game  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  Charles  2 ;  and  secondly,  that  the  games  contemplated 
in  the  statute  of  Anne,  though  not  there  enumerated,  are 
the  same  as  those  referred  to  in  the  statute  of  Charles  2. 
Is  then  the  race,  as  described  in  the  plea,  made  illegal  by 
either  of  those  statutes  ?     We  think  not. 

The  statute  of  Charles  2,  according  to  our  construction 


;  1 
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*  Exeh,  of  Pleat,  of  it,  does  not  make  illegal  all  gaming,  bat  such  only 

.  ^^^'  .  is  fraudulent  or  excessive.  There  is,  indeed,  a  little  ai 
Appleoarth  biguity  in  the  language  of  the  second  section  of  th 
CoLLBY.  statute,  which  has  given  rise  to  the  argument  insisted  i 
by  the  defendant,  that  though  in  respect  of  gaming  wi 
cards,  dice,  &c.,  nothing  is  made  illegal  but  the  fraudule 
winning  of  money  at  such  games,  yet  with  respect 
horse-races,  foot-races,  and  other  sports  of  a  like  natoi 
enumerated  in  the  act,  the  case  is  different,  the  act  hayii 
(as  it  is  contended)  altogether  prohibited  such  sports  f 
money.  But  though  the  clause  in  question  might  be 
such  a  construction,  yet  it  certainly  will  admit  of  anothe 
and,  as  we  think,  far  more  reasonable  interpretatioi 
namely,  that  the  fraud,  deceit,  ill  practices,  &c.,  mentioiu 
in  the  second  section  of  the  act,  are  intended  to  apply  I 
all  which  follows  in  that  section,  and  consequently  tb 
the  clause  in  question  has  no  reference  to  the  case  of  pe 
sons  fairly  running  horses  for  money,  or  fairly  betting  c 
'  races  or  other  sports  of  like  nature.     And  we  adopt  th 

construction,  first,  because  the  act  itself,  both  in  its  titi 
and  preamble,  appears  to  be  directed  solely  against  finu 
4  dulent  and  excessive,  and  to  be  in  no  respect  pointed  i 

i  moderate  play,  when  there  is  no  fraud ;  and  secondly,  Im 

I  cause  it  appears  to  us  to  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  tL 

j  legislature  could  look  with  greater  jealousy  at  racing  an 

^  sports  of  a  like  nature,  than  at  gaming  with  cards  an 

I  dice,  the  latter  particularly  having  been  from  time  to  tim 

considered  as  of  so  demoralizing  a  character,  as  to  ha? 
!  given  rise  to  various  statutes  for  checking  its  prevalence. 

The  race,  therefore,  as  stated  in  the  plea,  is  not  profai 

bited  by  the  statute  of  Charles  2,  for  it  is  not  suggested  t 

1  be  fraudulent,  nor  is  it  excessive  within  the  meaning  g 

that  statute,  which  in  substance  defines  excessive  gaminj 
I  to  be  gaming  where  one  party  loses  on  ticket  or  credi 

more  than  j£lOO  at  one  time  or  sitting. 
I  If,  then,  the  race  in  question  was  not  illegal  under  thi 


.'! 
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statute  of  Charles^  how  is  it  affected  by  the  statute  of  9    Exch,  o/PUas, 
Anne^  c.  14  ?  ^ 

That  statute  enacts^  first,  that  all  securities  given  for  Applbgarth 
money  lost  at  play  shall  be  void,  and  afterwards  enables  Collby. 
any  person  who  shall  have  lost  j£10  at  any  one  time  or 
sitting,  to  recover  it  back  from  the  winner;  and  it  then 
imposes  penalties  on  any  party  who  shall  at  one  time  win 
£10  or  upwards  from  any  person  or  persons.  The  first 
question  ai^ued  before  us  on  the  effect  of  this  statute  was 
as  to  the  first  section;  the  plaintiff  contending,  that 
though,  under  that  section,  any  note,  bill,  or  other  secu- 
rity was  void,  yet  the  contract  itself  was  not  avoided. 
The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  argued,  that  though 
the  security  alone  was  in  terms  made  void,  yet  by  neces- 
sary  implication  the  contract  was  also  avoided. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  authorities  on  this  point 
are  far  from  satisfactory^ 

In  Barjeau  v.  Walmsley  (a),  Alcimbrook  v.  HaU(b),  and 
M'Allester  v.  Haden  (c),  it  was  held  that  the  security  only, 
and  not  the  contract,  was  rendered  void  by  the  statute.  And 
in  Robinson  v.  Bland  (d),  Lord  Mansfield  expressly  stated, 
that  it  had  been  twice  judicially  determined  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  legislature  was  to  avoid  the  security,  and  not 
the  contract,  in  order  to  give  Courts  an  opportunity  to  ex- 
amine into  the  merits  of  the  consideration :  and  there  are 
certainly  other  dicta  to  the  same  effect.  On  the  other 
hand,  in  Young  v.  Moore  (e),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held,  that  the  statute  by  necessary  implication  made  void 
the  contract  as  well  as  the  security;  and  it  is  evident  that 
this  Court,  mM'KinnellY.  Robinson  (/),  inclined  to  that  as 
the  more  reasonable  view  of  the  law.  The  ground  sug- 
gested by  Lord  Mansfield,  namely,  that  the  object  of  the 
legislature  was  to  give  the  Courts  an  opportunity  of  look- 

(a)  2  Stra.  1249.  {d)  1  W.  Bla.  260. 

(6)  2  Wil».  309.  (e)  2  WUs.  67. 

(c)  2  Cainpb.  438.  (/)  3  M.  &  W.  440. 

VOL.  Z.  COG  M.  W« 
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SmiM.  of  pum,  ing  into  the  merit*  of  the  coiuideratton,  ia  eridentlj  on 
^  1842.  ^  nable.  The  nature  of  the  consideration  would  be  bronj 
A»n«oA»TB  before  the  Court  as  well  in  an  action  on  a  promiwory  n( 
CoLLsr.  or  bill  ofexcbange,aa  in  an  action  on  the  contract.  Bend 
if  the  coDBideration  is  legal,  what  is  there  for  the  Court 
inquire  into,  and  why  in  such  a  caae  should  the  t^ialatii 
avoid  the  security  at  all?  We  have  adverted  to  this  si 
tion  of  the  statute,  and  the  authorities  upon  it,  as  tfa 
were  much  pressed  in  the  argnment,  though  in  troth, 
our  view  of  this  case,  they  do  not  apply  to  the  qnesti 
before  as ;  and  we  only  think  it  necessary  to  add  on  tl 
point,  that  whatever  might  have  been  the  opinion  of  tl 
Court  as  to  the  true  constmctton  of  the  clause  in  qnettit 
if  we  had  heen  called  upon  to  balance  the  authority  of  t 
earlier  decisions  against  each  other,  and  to  decide  betwc 
them,  it  is  not  now  necessary  to  do  so.  For  we  think  t) 
the  legislature,  in  passing  the  5  &;  6  Will,  4,  c.  41,  has 
fact  pronounced  its  decision  upon  this  point. 

That  act,  while  it  repeals  so  much  of  the  statnte 
Anne  as  makes  the  securities  void,  expressly  enacts  t) 
they  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  given  on  an  ill^al  o 
sideration ;  and  it  ia  impossible  to  impute  to  the  legialat 
an  intention  so  absurd,  aa  that  the  consideration  should 
good  and  capable  of  being  enforced,  until  some  seeurit] 
given  for  the  amount,  and  then  that  by  the  giving  of 
security  the  consideration  should  become  bad. 

We  assume,  therefore,  with  the  defendant,  that  the  i 
tute  of  Anne,  in  connexion  with  the  5  &  6  Will.  4^  e. 
must  be  taken  to  avoid  all  contracts  for  the  payment 
money  won  at  play.  But  then  the  question  arises,  ia 
contract  which  the  plaintiff  here  is  seeking  to  enforc 
contract  for  the  payment  of  mouey  lost  at  play,  within 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statnte  of  Anne? 
think  it  is  not.  One  great  object  of  the  statutes  of  Chai 
II.  and  Anne  (both  of  which  must  be  construed  to 
ther)  was  to  prevent  gaming  on  credit,  and  to  confine  [ 
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ties  who  were  playing  for  money  to  such  sums  as  they  -B****.  »/  ^'««"» 

should  pay  down  at  the  time  of  the  play.     Now  we  are  of  '  ^ 

opinion^  that  money  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  stake-    Appleoabtr 

holder  before  a  game  is  played  or  a  race  run^  to  be  handed      Collky. 

orer  to  the  winner^  is  precisely  that  sort  of  transaction  that 

the  legislature^  supposing  that  the  parties  were  to  engage 

in  play  at  all^  meant  to  encourage  and  not  to  prohibit.     It 

is  in  no  fair  sense  gaming  upon  credit  or  ticket.     It  is  in 

truth  the  only  sort  of  gaming  for  ready  money  which  the 

nature  of  the  case  admits.     The  legislature  most  wisely 

thought^  that  they  might  with  comparative  safety  trust 

persons  to  play  for  money^  if  payment  of  all  losses  was 

made  at  the  time  and  on  the  spot,  and  not  deferred  to  a 

future  occasion.      The  deposit  with  the  stakeholder  is 

ready-money  payment  in  the  strictest  sense.    All  parties 

part  with  their  money  before  the  game  begins.   The  stake* 

holder  holds  it  as  agent  for  the  winner^  and  when  the 

winner  is  ascertained  by  the  result  of  the  game^  he  has  a 

right  to  treat  the  stakeholder  as  having  gotten  into  his 

hands  money,  which  in  the  result  of  a  lawful  transaction 

turns  out  to  belong  to  him,  the  winner.    The  case  appears 

to  us  to  be  entirely  out  of  the  mischief  which  this  branch  of 

the  statute  was  intended  to  remedy,  and  not  to  come  within 

its  provisions. 

If,  then,  the  plaintiff  is  not  within  the  statute  of  Charles 
II.  or  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of  Anne,  is  he  pre- 
vented from  recovering  by  the  second  and  fifth  sections  of 
the  latter  statute,  by  which  the  loser  of  £10  or  upwards  at 
any  one  time  or  sitting  may  recover  it  back,  and  the  win- 
ner of  £10  or  upwards  at  anyone  time  or  sitting  is  subject 
to  heavy  penalties? 

On  this  part  of  the  case  it  may  be  observed,  that  cer- 
tainly here  no  one  has  lost  £10,  so  that  nothing  could  be 
recovered  back  by  the  losers  under  that  branch  of  the  sta- 
tute. But  by  the  fifth  section,  it  is  made  highly  penal  to 
win  firom  any  person  or  persons  £10  at  any  one  time  or 

c  c  c2 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  sitting ;  and  the  question  is^  whether  the  plaintiff  recover- 
^    ing  the  money  in  question  in  this  case,  which  exceeds  £10 

Appleoartk  beyond  the  money  added  by  way  of  gift,  would  be  liable  to 
CoLLKT.  be  prosecuted  as  a  party  who  had  won  j£10  at  one  time. 
We  strongly  incline  to  think  he  could  not;  for  though  the 
fifth  section  imposes  the  penalties  on  any  person  winning 
£10  from  any  person  or  persons,  yet,  considering  the  highly 
penal  nature  of  the  clause,  and  the  previous  enactments  in 
section  2  in  favour  of  the  loser  of  £10,  and  the  correspond- 
ing  provisions  in  the  statute  of  Charles  II.,  we  think  it 
very  doubtful  whether  any  person  can  incur  the  penalty 
imposed  on  the  winner,  where  there  is  not  a  corresponding 
loser  to  the  requisite  amount.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary 
for  us  expressly  to  decide  that  point,  for  here,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  the  action  is  brought  to  recover  deposits  of  two 
sorts;  viz.,  first,  the  stakes  deposited  by  the  parties  en- 
gaged in  the  race,  and  secondly,  a  sum  of  money  added  by 
a  stranger,  by  way  of  premium  or  prize  to  be  run  for. 
Now,  it  is  clear,  that  since  the  repeal  of  13  Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  a  race  for  a  sum  of  money  not 
raised  by  the  parties  themselves  (that  being  in  truth  a 
wager),  but  given  by  way  of  prize  by  a  third  person  desir- 
ous of  encouraging  racing ;  and  as  a  part  of  the  sum  de- 
posited with  the  defendant  consists  of  money  so  given,  the 
plea  of  the  defendant  is  clearly  bad,  as  attempting  to  cover 
too  much.  Whatever  may  be  the  right  of  the  winner  as 
to  the  subscriptions  of  two  sovereigns  each,  he  is  certainly, 
on  these  pleadings,  entitled  to  the  £15  which  were  given 
ultra  the  stakes  by  way  of  prize ;  and  our  judgment  must 
therefore  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff! 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1842. 

Briscoe  v.  Hill,  ^ 

•pv  Dec,  5. 

X/EBT  on  simple  contract.  To  a  plea  of 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunqnam  indebitatus ;  se*  puinUff replied 
condly,  a  set-off  in  the  usual  form,  for  £400  for  goods  sold  ^'"■l"?*?^ " 
and  delivered,  work  and  labour  and  materials,  and  money  p>rcei  &c.,  he 
due  on  an  account  stated ;  which  said  sum  of  money  in  commencement 
which  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  so  indebted  as  aforesaid,  ex-  aflhc  time  of^ 
ceeds  the  said  debt  due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  pJ^  p'cfdcd, 

^  ^  indebted  modo 

the  plaintiff,  and  the  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sustained  on  etfonnA,and  at 

occasion  of  the  detention  thereof,  as  in  the  declaration  men«  parcel  &c.,     ' 

tioned,  &c. ;  concluding  in  the  usual  form  of  a  plea  of  set-off.  l^ead^n^^oVtht 

Beplication  to  the  plea  of  set-off,  that,  except  as  to  the  repHcation,  the 

1       A     1  •  -I  •  1       plaintiff  had 

sum  of  97/.  12^.  4d.  parcel  of  the  said  monies  sought  paid  that  sum 
to  be  set  off  by  the  defendant  in  the  said  second  plea,  crow  acUon 
he  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  the  time  of  the  commence-  Si^"f  ^^^'d?-^ 
ment  of  this  suit,  and  at  the  time  of  the  pleading  the  ftndant,  which 
said  second  plea,  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  manner  and  fendant  took 
form,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country.    And  as  to  the  said  ^ "i{  jftbfiiction 
sum  of  97/.  12*.  4rf.,  parcel  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  says,  *c«»  ««<*  en- 
that  though  [true  it  is  that  he  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  to  the  rest  of 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  from  concluding  with 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  pleading  the  said  second  fl>S^onTecild 
plea,  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  said  sum  of  demurrer,  that 

the  replication 

97/.  12*.  4(1,,  parcel  of  the  said  money  by  the  defendant  in  waa  bad. 
his  said  plea  mentioned  and  thereby  sought  to  be  set  off;  ^i,ere  there  it 
yet  the  plaintiff  says,  that  heretofore  and  after  the  accru-  f  ^J^^u^c^  •« 

^  ^  ^   ^  two  counts,  or 

ing  of  the  said  causes  of  set-off,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  two  pleas,  one 

•  "1  /» 0\.m  t   t  €\      A  1  1  /•••■  i»i.  w      ^^  which  is  bad 

said  sum  of  97/.  12*.  4a.  parcel  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  and  the  other 
pleading  of  this  replication,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  April,  fjl  'togw?'' 
1842,  the  now  defendant  issued  a  certain  writ  of  summons  judgment  on 

the  whole  re- 

out  of  the  Court  of  our  Lady  the  now  Queen,  before  the  cord,  according 
Barons  of  her  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  and  directed  to  and  not  to  over. 
the  now  plaintiff,  whereby  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  com-  !")*«  being  toi 
manded  the  now  plaintiff,  tl^at,  within  eight  days  after  the  ^^^s^' 
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Exck.  qf  PUa$,  service  of  the  said  writj  &c.j  he  should  cause  an  appearance  to 

be  entered  for  him  in  the  said  Court,  in  an  action  of  debt 
at  the  suit  of  the  now  defendant,  and  which  same  writ  was 
indorsed  as  follows : — "  The  plaintiff  claims  117/*  12#.  lOdL 
for  debt,  and  2/.  49. 4rf.  for  costs ;"  and  the  said  now  plain- 
tiff thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  May  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  in  due  time  and  manner  did  duly  cmose  an 
appearance  to  be  entered  for  him  kc.,  as  by  the  record 
&c. ;  and  the  now  plaintiff  further  says,  that  the  said  writ 
so  issued  on  the  22nd  April  as  aforesaid,  was  issued  and 
prosecuted  by  the  now  defendant  for  the  recovery  of  a  cer« 
tain  sum  then  claimed  by  him  to  be  due  and  owing  to  him 
from  the  now  plaintiff,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  117/.  12«.  IM., 
which  included  the  said  sum  of  97/.  12«.  4d.  parcel  as 
aforesaid,  which  last-mentioned  sum  was,  at  the  time  <rf 
the  commencement  of  the  said  suit  by  the  now  defendant^ 
actually  due  and  owing  from  the  now  plaintiff  to   the 
now  defendant,  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid. — ^The  replica- 
tion then  went  on  to  allege,  that  the  now  plaintiff  hav- 
ing so  entered  an  appearance,  &c.,  the  now  defendant 
afterwards,  and  before  the  pleading  of  this  replication, 
and  before  the  now  defendant  pleaded  in  this  action,  to 
wit,  on  the  2nd  May,  in  the  year  &o.  aforesaid,  declared 
against  the  now  plaintiff  in  the  said  suit,  in  debt  for  iE200 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  in  a  like  sum  for  work  and 
labour,  and  in  a  like  sum  for  money  due  on  account  stated. 
It  then  averred  the  identity  of  the  sum  of  97/.  12#.  4t/., 
parcel  of  the  money  sought  to  be  set  off  in  the  plea,  with 
the  like  sum,  parcel  of  the  debt  in  the  declaration  in  th^ 
former  action ;  and  went  on  to  state,  that  after  the  now 
defendant  had  so  declared  against  the  now  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid,  and  after  the  now  defendant  had  pleaded  the  se- 
cond plea  in  this  action,  and  before  the  pleading  of  this 
replication,  to  wit,  on  the  Srd  July,  1842,  the  now  plaintiff 
pleaded  to  the  said  action :  first,  except  as  to  the  sum  of 
97i.  1 29.  4£f.  parcel  &c.,  nunquam  indebitatus;  secondlyj 
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as  to  £45^  parcel  &c.^  and  other  than  the  said  sum  of  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
97/.  12*.  4rf.,  accord  and  satisfaction ;  thirdly,  as  to  J615,  fur-  ^^^* 
ther  parcel  &c.,  and  other  than  the  said  sums  of  97/.  12s.  id. 
and  £46,  payment  before  action  brought ;  and  lastly,  as  to 
97/.  12*.  4rf.,  payment  into  Court.  The  replication  then 
averred  the  identity  of  this  last-mentioned  sum  with  the 
sum  of  97/.  12*.  id.  parcel  of  the  money  sought  to  be  set 
off  in  the  present  action,  and  alleged  that  the  now  defend*- 
ant,  before  the  pleading  of  this  replication,  replied  to  the 
above  pleas  of  the  now  plaintiff,  by  taking  the  sum  of 
97/.  12*.  4d.  out  of  Court,  in  full  satisfaction  &c.,  and  en- 
tering a  nolle  prosequi  to  the  rest  of  the  declaration;  and 
averred  the  identity  of  the  sum  of  97/.  12*.  4e/.,  so  taken 
out  of  Court  in  full  satisfaction  &c.  with  the  like  sum  now 
sought  to  be  set  off,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  was  in- 
debted to  the  now  defendant  to  a  greater  amount  than  the 
said  sum  of  97/.  12*.  isd.  in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action 
in  the  introductory  part  of  the  last-mentioned  plea;  con* 
eluding  with  a  verification. 

Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Henderson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  replica* 
tion  admits  that  the  set-off  was  an  answer  to  the  action  at 
the  time  of  the  plea  being  pleaded ;  but  the  plaintiff  seeks 
to  avoid  its  effect  by  something  in  the  nature  of  a  replica- 
tion puis  darrein  continuance.  But  supposing  that  such  a  re- 
plication might  be  good,  if  pleaded  against  the  fitrt her  main* 
tenance  of  a  set-off,  it  cannot  be  pleaded  generally  in  answer 
to  a  plea  in  bar  of  the  action,  so  as  to  render  the  defendant 
liable  to  costs  in  respect  of  a  plea  which  was  effectual  when 
it  was  pleaded.  In  Evans  v.  Prosser  (a),  the  defendant 
had  pleaded  a  set-off,  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  answer  to 
that  plea  that  he  had  brought  an  action  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  same  sum,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  had  paid  that 

(a)  3  T.  R.  180. 
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Rtei.  of  Pit—,  tarn  into  Coort.  In  BatkeroiUe  r.  Brown  (a),  it  was  b 
,'.  -  tli&t  a  defendant  might  set  o£F  a  verdict  recovered  by  1 
BmcKcoi  i^rainBt  the  plaintiff  in  another  action.  Here,  vhat  1 
Hill.  defendant  has  stated,  and  the  plaintiff  has  admitted,  she 
that  the  action  ought  not  to  have  been  brought  at  alL 
Knibba  v.  Hall  {&),  it  was  held  to  be  no  olgection  to  a  set- 
of  a  debt,  that  the  defendant  had  commenced  an  ac^on  : 
the  recovery  of  that  debt  before  the  plaintiff'a  cause  of  i 
tion  accrued.  [Parke,  B. — Those  cases  proceed  on  1 
authority  of  Batkerville  v.  Brown,  which  is  no  author 
onthiapoint,hecausetheretherewas  no  pleaof  set-off.  T 
replication  is  like  a  plea  in  bar  to  the  further  maintenai 
of  a  cross  action,  on  the  ground  that  since  the  commeni 
ment  of  the  suit,  the  debt  mentioned  in  the  plea  of  aet- 
has  been  paid,  and  consequently  that  the  plaintiff  is  en 
tied  to  recover  the  amount  he  clainu.  The  meaning  o 
plea  of  set-off  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  and  stilt  it  indeht 
to  the  defendant  in  a  larger  amoaot  than  his  denia 
against  the  defendant,  and  in  order  to  make  that  defei 
available,  it  should  be  equally  true  at  the  time  of  the  ti 
as  at  the  time  of  pleading.  Before  the  new  rules,  the  sai 
question  might  have  been  rused;  for  in  answer  to  the  pn 
of  a  set-off  under  a  notice,  the  plaintiff  might  have  8he< 
that  it  was  since  dischai^ed  by  payment.] 

Then,  secondly,  the  replication  is  wrong  in  form, 
plea  of  set-off  is  one  entire  proposition,  raising  a  sin] 
issae,  namely,  that  there  is  due  to  the  defendant  from  t 
plaintiff  a  greater  sum  than  is  due  from  the  defendant 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  replied  to  t 
whole  in  one  replication.  This  replication  is  improper 
divided  into  two  parts.  He  should,  at  least,  have  alleg 
that  the  residue  of  the  set-off  did  not  exceed  the  debt  a 
damages  claimed  in  the  declaration,  and  concluded  witl 
verification.    A  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  iss 


(«)  2  Burr.  1229;  1  W.  BI.  203.  (S)  Pcake'i  N.  P.  C.  276. 
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taken  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  residne  wonld  not  avail  the  Exeh.  of  pieat, 
defendant,  because  it  would  not  appear  that  such  residue    ^         *  ^ 
(that  is,  the  amount  beyond  the  97/.  12s.  4ed.)  exceeded  the      Briscok 
debt  and  damages  claimed  in  the  declaration.  ji,^^ 

Crompiofif  contra. — If  either  branch  of  the  replication  be 
good,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  as  the  demurrer 
to  the  whole  is  too  large.  In  Dowsland  y.  JTiompson  (a), 
it  was  held  that  two  parts  of  a  plea  of  set-off  are  like  two 
counts  in  a  declaration ;  so  that  if  either  be  good,  a  general 
demurrer  to  the  whole  is  bad.  Vivian  v.  Jenkin  {b)  shews 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  divide  the  plea,  and  to  reply 
separately  to  different  parts  of  it.  But  both  parts  of  the 
replication  are  good.  It  first  makes  the  amount  of  97/. 
12s.  4id.  a  material  question,  to  which  it  gives  a  complete 
answer  by  shewing  satisfaction ;  and  as  to  the  residue,  it 
tenders  an  issue  to  the  country,  to  which  the  defendant  has 
only  to  add  the  similiter.  [Parke^  B. — ^The  objection  is,  that 
the  defendant  has  not  alleged  that  the  residue  of  the  set-off, 
exclusive  of  the  97/.  12s.  4^.,  is  sufficient  to  overtop  the 
plaintiff's  demand;  you  conclude  to  the  country,  as  if  that 
fact  had  been  averred  in  the  plea,  which  it  is  not.  If  you 
had  replied  nunquam  indebitatus  beyond  97/.  12s.  4id.,  and 
as  to  that  sum  pleaded  satisfaction,  your  replication  might 
be  good;  for  nunquam  indebitatus  to  a  plea  of  set-off 
means,  either  that  the  defendant  has  no  cross  demand 
against  the  plaintiff  at  all,  or  if  he  has,  that  it  does  not 
overtop  or  equal  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Now  the  replica- 
tion and  plea  here  do  not  mean  the  same  thing.  The  plea 
says,  that,  including  the  sum  of  97/.  12s.  4^.,  the  defendant 
has  a  claim  against  the  plaintiff  equal  to  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand against  him ;  the  replication  says,  that  the  balance 
after  deducting  97/.  128.  4d.  is  not  sufficient  to  meet  that 

(a)  2  W.  Bl.  910.  (b)  3  Ad.  &  Ell.  741 ;  5  Ncv.  &  Man.  14. 
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Btch,  (f  PUas,  demand.  The  defendant  nerer  said  it  was ;  it  is  altogether 
^^^'  .  a  new  proposition,  which  he  ought  to  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  answering.  As  the  record  now  stands^  if  it  were 
to  appear  that  one  farthing  were  due  fiom  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant  beyond  97/.  12s.  4d.,  the  issue  would  be 
found  against  the  plaintiff,  although  on  the  whole  plea  he 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict]  The  plaintiff^  by  thus  re- 
plying, has  made  the  actual  amount  materiaL  Pleas  of 
set-off  are  to  be  taken  as  divisible,  so  that  if  the  other 
pleas  on  the  record,  taken  in  connexion  with  a  portion  of  a 
plea  of  set-off  or  payment,  wUl  cover  the  whole  cause  of 
action  in  the  declaration,  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to 
the  general  verdict. 

Parke,  B.^— We  think  the  replication  is  clearly  bad, 
in  separating  the  two  parts  of  this  plea  in  the  manner  it 
has  done.  If  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  were  to  deny 
that  more  than  97/.  12$,  4d.  was  due  to  the  defendant 
at  any  time,  he  ought  to  have  framed  his  replication 
in  such  a  way  as  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of 
answering  that  allegation.  On  the  record  as  it  now  stands, 
there  is  no  averment  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the 
monies  in  the  plea,  exclusive  of  the  sum  of  97/.  12s.  4d., 
are  sufficient  to  meet  the  plaintiff's  demand.  The  plaintiff 
has  replied  as  if  that  fact  were  alleged  in  the  plea,  and 
therefore  the  replication  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no 
affirmative  allegation  on  the  one  side  met  by  an  express 
negative  on  the  other.  The  plaintiff  may  have  leave  to 
amend,  if  he  is  desirous  of  trying  the  question  raised  by 
the  other  part  of  the  replication;  but  it  seems  to  me  a 
question  of  costs  only.  With  respect  to  the  subject  of  a 
demurrer  being  too  large,  there  is  a  very  learned  note  of 
my  Brother  Manning  to  the  case  of  Hinde  v.  Gray  (a), 

(a)  1  Man.  8i  O.  201,  note  (a). 
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which,  in  my  opinion,  is  entitled  to  considerable  weight.  BMch,ofPUa$^ 
He  states  the  modem  practice,  as  to  overruling  demurrers  ^  _  ' 
as  being  too  large,  to  have  been  imported  from  cotirts  of 
equity.  There  had  been  formerly  cases  in  the  Court  of 
Queen^s  Bench,  and  also  in  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas, 
where  demurrers  had  been  said  to  be  overruled  as  being 
too  large;  which  have  been  followed  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions in  this  Court.  The  question  is,  is  that  practice  right 
or  not,  or  ought  not  the  Court  on  such  demurrer  to  give 
judgment  on  the  whole  record,  according  to  the  truth?  I 
think  the  observations  in  that  note  are  entitled  to  consi- 
derable weight,  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  the  practice  has 
been  wrong,  and  that  judgment  on  demurrer  should  be 
given  on  the  whole  record  according  to  the  truth.  Take 
for  instance  the  case  of  a  general  demurrer  to  two  counts; 
one  of  which  is  good  and  the  other  bad,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  judgment  on  the  good  count,  and  not  on  the  other: 
in  short,  the  Court  should  look  at  the  whole  record,  and 
see  what  is  the  proper  judgment  to  give  upon  the  whole. 
If  that  be  not  done,  considerable  difficulty  may  arise  in 
the  assessment  of  damages. 

Aldebson,  B.,  and  Rolte,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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*""■* — '     The  Constables  and  Buhoesses  of  the   Townsi 
Dee.  5.  Chorlton-dpon-Medlock  p.  "WAI-KEa. 

Br  ■  locii  1 UIS  -was  an  action  of  debt,  vhich  came  on  to  bt 

^t^mmu-  before  Rolfe,  B..  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  Aadzai, 

■iontn  were  j^^^  ^  verdiet  was  found  for  the  plaintifc  by  conw 

pntknd  339/.  i7«.  4^{f.,  Bubject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

clcanw  eert»ln       ,      ,  „ 

■trcBU,  iqiurci,  toft  followuig  case  :— 

l^'nTh'S'^'d        The  action  waa  brought  to  recover  889J:  17*.  4Jd. 

to  cbirge  the     jjjg  defendant,  as  his  proportion  of  the  charges  paval 

Mpentci  upon  •        t 

"  tha  omttn  tf  paviug  and  cleaQsing  Onnond  Street,  in  the  tovns 

^^^,'ariatd  Chorlton-upon-Medlock,  in  the  parish  of  Manchest 

roillii  "rh;'i;id  allesed  pursuance  of  the  staL  2  WiU.  4,  c.  ic,  int 

*"""'  ■■  ft  "-^  ■*■'''  ^°'  improving  and  regulating  the  Towna 

Pnnidcd,  ihit  Chorlton-upon-Medlock,  in  the  County  of  Lancaster.' 

Tcqn^d  en-"*  mond  Street,  and  three  other  streets  within  the  said 

laisingr "  the  ,]^p^  {-q, „,  nearly  a  square,  enclosing  and  adjoinin 

iiaute*,  build-  chuTchyard  of  All  Saints  Church,  which  is  built  in  thi 

grouDdi,  or  At-  trc  of  the  cbuTchyard,  the  churchyard  being  separated 

Iih^d"pTy'*miy  the  street  by  iron  palisades.   Ormoud  Street  had  bee 

' Vti^"  f'h'  *"•' ^^^  made,  and  had  buildings  and  enclosed  places 

nptnir.  B.,  sides,  but  had  not,  before  it  was  paved,  &c.,  by  the  plai 

beingduirout  been  paved,  flagged,  or  put  into  good  order  &c.  witfai 

chureh  »mi'  meaning  of  the  act.  The  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  a< 

•eiiing  out  B  jng.  premises  having  received  notice  to  level  the  said  a 

cbarcb/ird,  °  "^                      .        ,         -i                                .»• 

porchiwd  B  and  having  omitted  to  do  so,  the  plaintiff's  caused  the 

which  m^'Min-  to  be  paved  and  flagged,  and  brought  the  present  acti 
"''m  tniMMt^  recover  from  the  defendant  his  proportion  of  the  ch&i 
for  that  pur- 

poie,  *nd  Ihc  church  sod  churchyard  hsTJiig  been  built  ind  let  out  sccardiugly  iren 
conicccBled.  By  the  deed  of  conwcralion.  the  right  of  letting  or  otberwiie  diipotiag 
pewi,  VBuIti,  (ud  grsTcg  In  (he  church  and  churchyard  wii  reierTCd  to  B.  The  chur 
churchyard  adjoined  »  itrecl  which  had  been  paved  by  the  commiuioneta.  B.  con*( 
the  defi-ndant  in  Tee,  by  way  of  morlgige,  the  pewi  and  vaulia  in  and  under  the  church  n 
Ing  uniold,  and  u  much  of  the  churchyard  ai  had  not  been  lold,  together  with  the  reo 
■loDi,  itlpenda,  Ice,  thereunto  belonging.  The  derendanl  teceitcd  the  lenti  and  prcflta  i 
from  the  pew>,  itaulli,  and  giavei  in  the  church  and  cfaurcfayaid,  and  approptiatnl  the  ci 
part  latiaraclion  ofhii  debt. 

Held,  that  the  derendiotwai  not  liable  to  be  charged]  a)  he  v»  not  "  the  owner  of  bni 
ground,  01  land,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  local  act. 


Walker. 


MIGHABLlf  AS   VACATION^  6  VICT.  748 

The  plaintiffs  contended^  that  the  defendant  was  liable  Exch.  of  PUat, 
by  virtue  of  the  local  act,  section  82,  as  being  in  pos-  '  ^ 

session  of  the  church  and  churchyard,  and  the  pews,  seats,  Constables, 
and  vaults  in  or  under  the  church,  and  also  all  the  glebe-  of  Chorlton 
lands,  buildings,  rents,  stipends,  pensions,  perquisites,  and  *** 

emoluments  of  and  belonging  to  the  benefice  and  living  of 
the  said  church  and  churchyard,  as  mortgagee  thereof.  In 
1819,  the  Rev.  E.  Burton,  being  desirous  of  building  a 
church,  purchased  the  plot  which  is  now  the  site  of  the 
church  and  churchyard,  and  the  same  was  conveyed  to  him 
by  lease  and  release,  for  life,  remainder  to  the  defendant 
in  trust  for  him,  remainder  to  Burton  in  fee.  Mr.  Burton 
covenanted  not  to  build  anything  thereon  except  a  church, 
and  to  appropriate  the  remainder  to  a  cemetery.  By  inden- 
tures made  between  the  Rev.  E.  Burton  of  the  first  part,  the 
defendant  of  the  second  part,  the  Bishop  of  Chester  of  the 
third  part,  and  Mr.  Todd  and  Mr.  Orford  of  the  fourth 
part,  the  plot  was  conveyed  to  the  latter  persons  upon 
trust  that  they  would  erect  a  church,  and  procure  the 
same  and  the  churchyard  to  be  consecrated  according  to 
the  rites  and  usages  of  the  Church  of  England.  In  1820 
the  church  was  completed,  and  with  the  churchyard  was 
duly  consecrated.  Part  of  the  churchyard  was  appropria- 
ted to  the  poor,  who  were  buried  therein  without  any 
charge  beyond  the  surplice  fees.  The  deed  of  consecra- 
tion reserved  to  Burton  the  right  of  letting  or  otherwise 
disposing  of  the  pews,  seats,  and  vaults  in  the  church,  and 
the  vaults  and  graves  in  the  churchyard. 

In  1829  Burton  conveyed,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to 
a  Miss  Orred,  the  rents  issuing  from  the  pews,  seats, 
vaults,  and  graves  in  the  churchyard,  together  with  the 
pews,  seats,  vaults,  &c.,  and  so  much  of  the  churchyard  as 
remained  unsold.  In  1832  he  made  a  second  mortgage  to 
the  defendant,  and  thereby  granted  to  him  in  fee  the 
pews,  seats,  and  vaults  in  or  under  the  church  then  re- 
maining unsold,  and  so  much  of  the  churchyard  as  had 


^l^  ■   OAIM  IK  TBI   ■XCEBOtTlBy 

Sieh.  ^  Pkm,  not  been  sold,  together  witE  tke  glebe-lands,  bni 

•    ^^^',.  -    Muts,  stipends,  pennoni,  perqoiutei,  and  emohmu 

CoNtTABLBi,   or  belon^ng  to  the  benefice  or  linng  at  the  said  ( 

or  CBofctToir   and  chDTchyard,  suliject  to  the  mortgage  to  Miss  i 

WaTibb.      ''''^  defendant  haying  made  an  arrangement  witl 

Orred  for  dischnrging  her  mortgage,  receired  the 

and  profits  arinng  from  the  chnrdi  and  from  tJie  1 

gronnd  in  the  ehnrchyard,  and,  after  making  certa 

borsements  and  allowances  to  Mr.  Bnrton  and  othei 

certain  payments  to  Miss  Orred,  retuned  the  rem 

hi  part  Bfttisfaction  of  his  own  mortgage,  which  si 

mained  nnaatisfied. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  waa,  « 
the  defendant  was  liable  to  the  plaintiflb  far  the  si 
mand  in  respect  of  his  interest  or  possession  of  tl 
church  or  churchyard,  or  either  of  them,  under  tl 
enmstances  aboTO  mentioned. 

The  point  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
tiffs  was,  that  the  defendant  is  the  mortgagee  in /km 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  !37th  sec 
2  Will.  4,  c.  xc,  and  as  snch  liable  to  this  action. 

Martm,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The  question  in  this  can 
principally  upon  the  constmction  to  be  put  upon  thi 
section  of  the  local  act  2  Will.  4,  c.  xc,  which  empowi 
commissioners  appointed  under  it  to  cause  "  all  such 
present  and  future  streets,  squares,  places,  Sec  situate 
the  township  of  Chorlton-upon-Medlock,  which  the 
or  thereafter  should  be  laid  out  and  made,  but  not 
flawed,  cleansed,  &c.  or  any  part  or  portion  thereof 
should  have  any  buildings,  tenements,  yards,  or  ii 
places,  except  such  as  are  used  only  as  arable,  mead 
pasture  land,  whether  the  same  shonld  be  in  a  cont 
hue  or  not,  at  the  side  or  respective  sides  thereof^ 
extent  of  one-half  part  of  the  whole  of  such  streets, 
be  paved,  flagged,  soughed,  drained,  cleansed,  rej 
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completed^  amended,  and  put  into  good  order  in  snch  man-  Exch.  of  pteat^ 
ner  as  to  the  commissioners  should  seem  meet:  and  the     ^         ^   ^ 
chaises  and  expenses  attending  or  in  any  manner  relating   Constables, 
to  such  new  pavements,  flaggings,  &c.  &c.  shall  be  paid  and   of  chorlton 
reimbursed  to  the  said  commissioners  by  the  owners  of     walkir. 
the  houses,  buildings,  ground,  or  land  within  or  adjoining 
the  said  streets,  squares,  places,  &c.  so  to  be  new  paved,  &;c., 
each  such  owner  paying  an  equal  share  or  proportion 
thereof,  according  as  such  new  pavements  &c.  are,  is,  or 
shall  be  either  before,  behind,  or  at  the  side  or  comers 
of  his,  her,  or  their  house  or  houses,  buildings,  ground  or 
land;   and  such  portions  of  the  costs,  charges  and  ex- 
penses &c.  shall  and  may  be  charged  to  such  owners  in  such 
proportion  as  the  commissioners  shall  consider  fair  and  rea- 
sonable ;"  and  it  provided,  that  if  such  owner  should  at  any 
time  refuse  to  pay  such  charges  and  expenses  when  required, 
the  same  should  and  might  be  levied  by  distress,  or  it 
should  be  left  for  the  commissioners  to  recover  such  charges 
and  expenses  from  every  such  owner  by  action  at  law  &c. 
'^ Provided. nevertheless,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  said 
commissioners  shall  require  any  main  sewer  to  be  made 
deeper  or  of  greater  dimensions  than  shall  be  necessary  for 
the  sufficient  draining  of  any  such  street  &c.,  the  owners 
of  houses,  buildings,  knds,  grounds  or  heredUamenU  therein 
or  adjoining  thereto,  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  more  than 
such  of  the  expenses  of  making  such  main  sewer  as  would 
be  necessary  for  that  purpose ;  and  the  additional  expenses 
incurred  by  making  such  larger  or  deeper  sewer  shall  be 
borne  by  the  said  commissioners,  and  paid  out  of  the  rates 
to  be  levied  by  the  authority  of  this  act.''    Under  that 
section,  the  owner  of  any  property  adjoining  the  street 
which  does  not  come  within  the  exception  of  arable,  mea- 
dow, or  pasture  land,  is  liable  to  be  rated.   The  word  '^  here- 
ditaments,'' introduced  into  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  this 
section,  should  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  words 
"  buildings,  ground  or  land,"  in  the  enacting  part  of  it.   It 
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Ejcch.  0/  Pleat,  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  intentioii  of  the  act  was  to  chargi 
-    ^      ^     the  owners  of  all  property  adjoining  the  street^  with  th< 
CoNSTABLsi,    exception  of  what  is  expressly  excepted^  with  the  repairs  a 
OP  CuoRLTON   the  street.    It  is  property  divided  into  three  heads^  landi^ 
Walkek.      tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  the  latter  word  indadei 
property  whether  corporeal  or  incorporeal.     The  definition 
;  i '  of  '^  hereditaments/'  in  the  Termes  de  la  Ley,  ia  thus  given : 

,:  ^'  Hereditaments  signify  all  snch  things,  whether  corporesl 

or  incorporeal,  which  a  man  may  leave  to  him  and  his  hein 
by  way  of  inheritance,  and  which,  if  they  be  not  otherwise 
bequeathed,  come  to  him  which  is  next  of  bloody  and  not 
to  executors  or  administrators  as  chattels  do:''  which  is 
entirely  conformable  to  what  is  said  in  Ck>.  Lit.  6.  a.  That 
this  property  has  been  treated  as  a  freehold  is  dear,  from 
its  having  been  conveyed  by  lease  and  release.  This  is  an 
inheritance  in  the  land,  not  a  mere  equitable  right,  but  an 
hereditament,  and  if  so,  it  is  within  the  82nd  section. 
II  The  defendant  is  the  owner  of  the  church,  churchyard, 

!  !^  pews,  and  vaults,  and  receives  the  profits  from  them,  and 

as  such  is  liable  to  be  rated.  ^Fhe  word  "  owner''  is  not 
here  to  be  taken  in  its  strictest  sense,  as  meaning  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  but  the  owner  for  the  time  being. 
[Parke,  B. — If  the  premises  are  unoccupied,  the  notice  is 
to  be  placed  upon  the  door.  How  would  you  give  notice 
in  a  case  like  this  ?]  Notice  must  be  given  to  the  person 
who  is  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits.  In  Lester  v. 
Lobley  (a),  where  trustees  under  a  turnpike  act  were 
authorized  to  enter  upon  and  take  certain  lands,  making 
satisfaction  to  the  owners  or  proprietors  thereof,  it  was 
held  that  the  words  owners  or  proprietors  included  ten- 
ants for  terms  of  years.  In  that  case,  Littledale,  J., 
says,  '*  These  words  [owners  or  proprietors]  are  not 
legal  terms,  but  they  must  be  understood  from  their 
ordinary  use.     I  do  not  see  that  'owners'  necessarily 

(a)  7  Ad.  &  £11.  124. 
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mean  the  tenant  in  fee-simple.    In  common  sense,  one  Ejrch.  of  PUat, 
would  ask,  Where  is  the  land?  Who  has  the  beneficial  '  ^ 

rent  ?     If  there  be  a  nominal  rent,  how  can  the  tenant  in    Constables, 

&c 

fee-simple  be  the  owner?     Suppose  there  were  a  lease  for   op  Chorlton 
ninety-nine  years,  with  no  rent  reserved ;  in  common  sense      walkeii. 
you  would  call  the  lessee  the  owner.    The  word  '  owner ' 
has  therefore  no  definite  meaning.'^    These  words  used  in 
acts  of  Parliament  are  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  and 
popular  sense.     In  Tibbits  v.  Yorke  (a),  where  the  salary 
of  a  clerk  was  directed  by  an  act  of  Parliament  to  be 
paid  by  the  ''proprietors''  of  tolls,  it  was  held,  that 
a  trustee  of  the  tolls  for  the  payment  of  debts,  having 
entered  into  receipt  of  the  tolls,   appointed  a  collector, 
and  represented  himself  to  the  commissioners  as  a  mort- 
gagee of  them,  was  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  salary. 
So,  in  Regina  v.  St.  Martin' s-in-the^Flelds  {b),  where   a 
local  act  directed  a  rate  to  be  laid  on  all  persons  hold- 
ing or  occupying  any  lands,   ''buildings,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,''  it  was  held,  that  the  lessee  of  a  private 
box  in  Drury  Lane  Theatre  was  liable  to  be  rated.    This 
act  ought  to  be  so  read  as  if  the  word  "  hereditaments " 
had  been  used  in  the  first  part  of  the  82nd  section,  for  it  is 
used  in  the  proviso,  and  it  is  plain  that  it  must  have  been 
omitted  by  accident.    The  proviso  shews  that  the  word 
"  hereditaments  "  is  to  be  applied  to  every  thing  contained 
in  the  section.    That  word  is  used  also  in  the  following 
section,  (the  83rd),  which  provides  that  notice  is  to  be  given 
to  the  owners   and  occupiers  of  the  buildings,   lands, 
grounds,  or  hereditaments,  within  or  adjoining  to  the  said 
streets  &c.,  requiring  them  to  pave,  &c.  the  same  before  it 
is  done  by  the  commissioners.     It  is  used  also  in  the  87th 
section,  which  provides  that,  in  all  cases  where  houses, 
buildings,  tenements,  grounds,  lands,  or  other  heredita- 
ments are  held  upon  leases  for  lives  perpetually  renewa- 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  G05.  {h)  2  O.  &  D.  42G. 

VOL.  X.  D  D  D  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  PUoit  ble^  or  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  or  any  longer 

.   ^^^*  .    term,  whereof  twenty  shall  be  unexpired,  or  shall  be  ip  the 

Const ABLB8,    possession  of  any  mortgagee,  the  party  so  holding  and  such 

&c 

OP  Chorlton  mortgagee  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  owner  of 
Walker.  ^^^  premises  for  the  purposes  of  this  act.  This,  it  is  sub* 
mitted,  shews  that  in  the  first  part  of  the  82nd  section  the 
word  '^  hereditaments ''  was  omitted  by  mistake.  This  is  a 
most  profitable  interest  in  land,  for  the  defendant  is  in  the 
possession  and  receipt  of  profits  exceeding  d£500  a-year. 
He  is  therefore  liable,  and  not  the  trustees.  {Parke^  B. — 
Must  not  the  trustees  be  liable  unless  they  have  transfer- 
red the  property  to  some  one  who  is  the  owner?  The 
statute  does  not  say  beneficial  owner.]  Here  there  has 
been  an  adverse  possession  of  twenty  years.  The  defend- 
ant is  the  person  in  possession  of  this  land  and  building, 
so  as  to  be  liable  to  this  rate. 

Cotvlififf,  contra. — ^This  case  depends  mainly  on  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  the  82nd  section  of  the  act,  which 
not  being  an  act  for  raising  money  for  necessary  purposes, 
as  a  poor  rate,  but  for  providing  conveniences  unknown  to 
the  common  law,  must  be  construed  strictly;  and  the  pre- 
sumption would  be,  that  the  legislature,  in  passing  the  act, 
intended  the  rate  to  be  charged  on  the  owners  of  such  pro- 
perty alone  as  was  benefited  in  consequence.  It  is,  there- 
fore, immaterial  to  consider  whether  the  poor-rate  could  be 
imposed  on  the  church.  This  view  of  the  subject  was  taken 
in  Rex  v.  TTie  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Com- 
pany (a).  There,  an  act  for  cleansing,  lighting,  watching 
and  regulating  the  streets  of  the  town  of  Manchester  and 
Salford,  authorized  the  commissioners  to  ascertain  the  sum 
to  be  raised  by  rates  on  the  inhabitants  of  the  township, 
and  to  raise  such  sum  by  assessment  upon  the  tenants  and 
occupiers  of  all  messuages,  houses,  &c.,  and  other  buildings, 

(a)   1  fi.  &  Cr.  630 ;  3  D.  &  R.  20. 
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wardens  or  garden  sround.  and  other  tenements  in  the  town-  Bxch.  of  Pleat, 

.  .  1842 

ship ;  and  it  was  held  that  under  that  act  the  trunks,  pipes,  - 

and  other  apparatus  of  the  Water  Company,  did  not  consti-  Constables, 
tute  a  "  tenement "  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  though  op  Chorlton 
it  was  admitted  the  company  would  have  been  rateable  to  Walkir. 
the  relief  of  the  poor  under  the  stat.  43  Eliz.  as  the  oc- 
cupiers of  land.  And  Bayley,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  says,  "  The  omission  to  use  the  obvious 
and  general  word  '  lands,'  and  yet  introducing  '  gardens 
and  garden  grounds,'  implies  that '  lands '  in  general  were 
not  intended  to  be  rated.  The  object  of  the  act  was 
to  give  security  and  accommodation  to  the  residents  and 
to  their  property.  The  inhabited  houses  and  everything 
that  was  connected  with  residence  or  trade,  as  they  were 
to  have  the  advantage,  were  to  be  liable  to  the  charge.''  In 
fact  some  inference  may  be  drawn  from  the  legislature 
having,  by  a  nearly  contemporaneous  act,  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  30,  exempted  all  churches  from  poor-rates,  that  it  could 
not  be  their  intention  that  they  should  remain  liable  to  a 
charge  like  the  present.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that 
this  being  an  improvement  act,  and  the  object  being  to  rate 
property  for  the  sake  of  procuring  advantages  in  a  certain 
district,  to  rate  the  church  would  be  to  rate  the  result,  in- 
stead of  rating  the  fund  or  means  for  producing  that  result ; 
and  it  would  be  at  least  as  reasonable  to  rate  the  streets 
when  improved  by  paving,  &c.  as  the  church,  which  is,  per- 
haps, the  greatest  of  the  benefits  conferred  on  the  district. 
It  may  be  admitted  that  the  words  used  in  the  82nd  sec- 
tion are  to  be  read  in  their  ordinary  and  popular,  and  not 
in  their  strict  legal  sense ;  for  the  commissioners  who  are  to 
carry  the  act  into  execution,  are  to  be  taken  promiscuously 
from  the  district  (see  s.  6);  but  so  reading  them,  the  words 
''buildings,  ground,  or  land,"  cannot  be  construed  to  apply 
to  a  church.  If  the  word  "building"  means  a  church, 
how  is  the  notice  required  by  the  83f d  section  to  be  given  ? 
The  108th  section  requires  "  houses  and  buildings  "  to  be 

D  D  D  2 
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Exeh.  of  pjeai,  numbered.  Now,  can  it  be  said  that  this  church  is  to 
.  ^  ^  be  numbered?  If  you  follow  the  words  "  houses  and  build- 
Constables,  ingg ''  as  used  in  other  sections,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
OP  CHOBLToif  legislature  did  not  intend  to  include  a  church.  It  was 
Walker.  ^^7  iiitended  that  property  should  be  rated  which  was 
capable  of  occupation,  and  beneficially  so,  in  the  ordinazy 
sense,  that  is,  in  a  temporal  view,  as  by  yielding  rent,  &c 
Thus  the  83rd  section  requires  notice  to  be  given  to  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  buildings,  &c.,  and  even  provides 
for  the  case  of  the  property  happening  to  be  unoccupied  for 
a  time.  Again,  the  84th  section  requires  the  ''  occupien 
of  any  premises,"  the  owners  of  which  shall  be  liable 
to  pay  money  to  the  commissioners,  to  pay  their  rents 
to  the  commissioners;  and  the  85th  provides  that  such 
payments  by  occupiers  of  premises  shall  be  deemed 
good  payments  of  such  and  so  much  rent,  as  if  paid  to 
the  landlord.  Those  provisions  are  plainly  not  applica- 
ble to  a  church,  and  the  act  throughout  assumes  that,  the 
property  to  be  rated  is  of  a  nature  which  could  be  bene- 
ficially occupied,  and  from  which  rents  could  be  received. 
Now  the  moment  a  church  is  consecrated,  it  ceases  to  be  a 
source  of  temporal  profit.  It  is  immaterial  that  some  pro- 
fit or  gain  may  indirectly  arise  to  the  founder  of  a  church 
by  having  the  patronage  of  it,  and  certain  powers  over  some 
of  the  pews ;  the  legislature  may  have  allowed  that  as  some 
inducement  to  encourage  persons  to  devote  their  wealth  to 
charitable  or  religious  purposes ;  but  this  cannot  alter  the 
nature  of  the  edifice.  To  import  the  word  *'  hereditament,'' 
then,  into  the  82nd  section  would  be  directly  contrary  to 
the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  it  would  rather  seem 
that  where  it  appears  it  has  been  inserted  inadvertently; 
and  in  short,  the  same  argument  which  is  used  to  shew  the 
church  in  question  rateable,  would  equally  apply  against 
the  parish  church  itself. 

There  is  also  in  the  act  language   still  more   direct 
The   143rd   section   enables  the  commissioners   to    levy 
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money  annually  by  rate  to  be  levied  upon  the  tenants  or  £jch,  of  puas, 
occupiers  of  houses,  warehouses,  &c.  and  other  buildings,     v     \  '  - 
yards,  gardens,  lands,  and  tenements  within  the  township,    Constablks, 
according  to  the  annual  rent  or  value  of  the  same.     There  of  Chorlton 
the  language  is  more  general  than  in  the  82nd  section,      walkbr. 
because  a  much  wider  range  of  persons  is  to  be  benefited 
by  the  purposes  for  which  that  general  rate  is  to  be  made 
than  that  in  the  82nd,  and  yet  there  the  rate  is  to  be  in 
proportion  to  the  rents,  which  shews  that  it  means  premises 
to  be  beneficially  occupied  in  the  ordinary  sense.     The 
149th  section  provides,  that  ^'no  rates  or  assessments  shall 
be  charged  on  any  person  for  any  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture 
land  within  the  township,  or  for  or  on  account  or  in  re- 
spect of  any  church  or  chapel  within  the  said  township,  or 
any  meeting*house  duly  licensed  for  religious  worship,  or 
any  almshouse  or  hospital,  or  for  any  building  or  part  or 
parts  of  any  building  used,  occupied,  and  appropriated 
exclusively  for*  the  gratuitous  education  of  the  poor,  or  for 
any  public  charity/'     There  is  the  express  language  of  the 
legislature,  that  property  of  this  description  shall  not  be 
liable  to  the  general  rate,  and  a  fortiori  to  the  rate  in  ques- 
tion, which  indeed  may,  perhaps,  be  included  in  this  gene- 
ral language,  because  the  charge  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
"assessment,"  if  not  an  actual   ''assessment''  (a).    In 
Douglas  v.  Chalk  (i),  which  was  the  case  of  a  watching 
and  lighting  act,  by  which  the  commissioners  were  ena- 
bled to  make  rates  upon  "  all  houses,  shops,  warehouses, 
coachhouses,  stables,  cellars,  vaults,  buildings,  and  tene- 
ments in  any  of  the  said  streets,  &c.,''  not  to  exceed  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  the  rent;  it  appears  to  have  been  admit- 
ted by  ChanneU,  Serjt.,  arguendo,  that  the  language  would 
not  include  a  church.     In  fact,  if  a  church  is  included 
in  the  language  of  sect.  82,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the 
power  of  distress  and  sale  given  by  the  same  section  may 
also  be  exercised  in  the  body  of  the  church  itself. 

(a)  See  per  Cur.,  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  275,  in  Emerson  v.  Saltmanhe, 

(h)  4  Scolt,  N.  R.,  250. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  Then,  secondly,  even  if  the  church  be  a  ^'building" 
>  ^  ^  within  the  meaning  of  the  82nd  section,  the  defendant 
CoNSTABLBs,  is  not  thc  "  owncr/*  He  cannot  be  more  of  an  owner 
or  Choblton  than  Dr.  Bnrton  would  have  been  if  there  had  been  no 
Walkeb.  mortgage;  and  if  there  be  any  owner,  it  mnst  be  Todd  and 
Orford,  the  trustees.  The  defendant  is  not  the  mortgagee 
under  them,  and  they  are  in  possession  (if  any  one  is)  of 
the  building,  &c.;  for  the  pew-owners  &c.  have  only  an 
easement.  The  parties  are  like  the  owners  of  the  soil  of  a 
highway,  who  may  bring  trespass.  Whatever  the  language 
of  the  deeds  may  purport  to  pass,  it  is  plain  that  Dr.  Burton 
had  merely  a  right  to  sell  the  liberty  of  sitting  in  the 
church,  or  of  burial  in  the  churchyard  or  vault.  But  he 
had  in  him  no  ownership  of  the  church  or  soil  of  the 
churchyard :  the  consecration  deed  could  give  none.  The 
mortgages  only  purport  to  convey  the  ''rents and  profits ,•'* 
those  words  convey  no  land;  the  marriage  fees  &c.  might 
almost  as  well  be  called  land.  To  exempt  the  church  from 
the  rate  is  only  carrying  out  the  same  system  by  which  the 
legislature  exonerates  all  buildings  &c.  set  apart  for  pnbUc 
purposes,  from  poor  rates  and  other  burthens. 

Martin  replied. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  judgment.  The  declaration  alleges,  that  the  defendant 
was  and  still  is  in  possession  of  the  said  buildings,  grounds 
and  lands,  as  the  mortgagee  thereof;  and  an  issue  having 
been  raised  upon  that  allegation,  we  are  called  upon  to 
pronounce  whether  he  was  in  possession  of  this  building, 
ground,  or  land,  as  such  mortgagee.  The  situation  of  the 
defendant  is  this :  Dr.  Burton  had  purchased  a  plot  of 
ground,  which  now  forms  the  centre  of  the  square,  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  a  church  upon  it,  and  had  afterwards 
conveyed  it  to  Messrs.  Todd  &  Orford,  as  trustees,  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  it  to  be  consecrated.  The  church  was 
accordingly  consecrated,  and  the  duties  of  the  trustees  (for  I 
think  the  legal  estate  still  continued  in  them)  and  the  rights 
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of  the  clei^man,  who  was  to  officiate  in  that  church,  are  Exek.  of  PUatf 
pointed  out  by  the  consecration  deed.    There  was  also  re-    ^   ^  '  ^ 
served  to  Dr.  Burton,  who  was  to  be  the  clergyman,  his  heirs   Constables, 

&c 

and  assigns,  a  right  to  sell  and  dispose  of  all  the  pews  then  op  Cho&lton, 

erected  in  the  church,  which  were  not  thereinafter  particu-      walke*. 

larly  appropriated,  together  with  the  vaults  under  the  church, 

and  the  ground  in  the  churchyard,  except  one  portion  of 

the  churchyard,  which  was  reserved  for  the  burial  of  the 

poor.    Now,  Dr.  Burton  appears  to  have  mortgaged,  first  to 

Mr.  Collins,  and  afterwards  to  Miss  Orred,  such  rights  as 

he  had  not  exercised.     He  did  not  renounce  all  the  rights 

he  acquired  under  the  consecration  deed,  because  he  sold 

some  pews,  and  then  mortgaged  those  not  sold,  together 

with  the  remainder  of  the  vaults  already  granted,  and  the 

right  to  grant  future  vaults  and  spaces  in  the  churchyard. 

He  then  made  a  second  mortgage  of  the  residue  of  the 

same  rights  to  the  defendant,  who  afterwards  made  an 

agreement  with  Miss  Orred,  by  which  he  took  possession 

of  all  that  was  mortgaged  to  her,  agreeing  to  give  her 

iE500  a  year,  but  to  be  in  actual  possession  of  all  those 

rights. 

Now,  to  the  extent  of  such  rights  as  were  pledged  by  the 
second  mortgage  by  Dr.  Burton,  I  consider  the  defendant 
must  be  deemed  to  be  mortgagee  in  possession ;  for  what  is 
his  situation  ?  He  is  mortgagee  in  possession  of  a  right 
(perhaps  descendible  to  heirs),  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Burton,  to 
dispose  of  the  vaults  imder  the  church,  of  such  pews  as 
were  not  disposed  of,  and  also  to  dispose  for  money  of  the 
right  of  interment  in  a  portion  of  the  churchyard.  But 
can  he  in  any  sense  be  considered  mortgagee  in  possession 
of  the  land,  being,  in  fact,  nothing  more  than  mortgagee 
in  possession  of  the  hereditaments  arising  out  of  a  portion 
of  the  land?  He  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  portion  of 
the  church  assigned  as  pews  to  other  persons,  nor  has  he 
any  thing  to  do,  except  to  receive  the  rents  of  that  portion 
of  the  churchyard  and  the  vaults,  which  have  been  before 
disposed  of  to  other  persons :  nor  ba9  he  any  right  to  de^ 
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E^ch.  of  Pleat,  rive  auj  species  of  profit  out  of  that  portion  of  the  church- 
-  yard  which  was  reserved  for  burying  the  poor.  He  is 
CoNSTABLss,  luortgagce  of  an  hereditament,  beneficial  to  a  certain  ex- 
op  Chorlton  tent,  arising  out  of  land  which  was  contiguous  to  the 
Walkbr.  streets.  I  think,  therefore,  that  he  can  in  no  way  be  con- 
sidered as  the  owner  of  houses,  buildings,  or  land  adjoin- 
ing the  street  in  question.  Whether  he  would  have  been 
liable  in  this  action,  supposing  him  to  have  been  charged  as 
mortgagee  of  the  hereditaments  arising  out  of  the  land,  is 
a  question  that  we  need  not  decide;  but  I  feel  no  difficulty 
in  saying  that  he  would  not,  and  that  if  this  declaration  had 
charged  him  as  mortgagee  of  that  hereditament,  it  would  not 
be  valid  on  the  face  of  it,  because  I  construe  the  82nd  sec- 
tion according  to  the  words  of  it.  Every  statute  ia  to  be 
construed  according  to  its  grammatical  sense,  unless  there 
is  something  in  the  context  which  shews  that  the  words 
are  to  be  understood  in  a  different  sense  &om  what  they 
import.  The  word  ^'  hereditaments ''  is  not  to  be  found  in 
that  part  of  the  section  which  makes  parties  liable  to  the 
expenses  of  constructing  anew  road.  But  it  is  said  that  the 
word  "  hereditaments ''  has  slipped  out  of  the  act  through 
mistake.  I  cannot  assent  to  that.  On  the  contrary,  I 
think  it  has  slipped  by  mistake  into  those  clauses  where  it 
appears,  having  been  copied  from  some  other  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, where  it  was  used  to  refer  to  some  particular  de- 
scription of  property  before  mentioned,  which  was  com- 
prised under  the  word  "  hereditaments.''  Whether  or  not 
the  trustees,  who  have  the  legal  estate — for  it  never  got  out 
of  Todd  and  Orford  by  reason  of  the  consecration  deed — 
would  be  liable  as  owners  of  the  land  adjoining  the  street, 
is  a  matter  which  we  need  not  determine  at  present, 
though,  I  must  confess,  Mr.  Cowling's  argument  on  that 
subject  leads  me  to  entertain  very  great  doubt  whether  the 
opinion  that  I  threw  out  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
that  they  were  to  be  considered  as  owners,  because  they 
had  not  parted  with  any  beneficial  right  in  the  property, 
could  be  maintained,    I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  in  the 
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argument  that  this  act  does  not  mean  to  charge  any  but  Exeh.  of  puas, 

those  persons  who  are  owners  for  the  purpose  of  deriving  ^    ^^'  ^ 

ordinary  temporal  profit  from  the  subject  of  the  property  Constables, 

of  which  they  are  the  owners.     Indeed,  I  feel  no  doubt  of  Chorltom 

that  that  is  so.     I  think,  therefore,  upon  these  grounds,  walre* 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to 
me,  that  the  defendant  is  not  mortgagee  of  either  houses, 
building,  ground,  or  land.  These  words  were  intended  by 
the  act  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  sense.  The  object  of 
the  act  was,  that  owners  and  persons  of  that  description 
should  contribute  to  the  making  of  the  sewers  and  pave* 
ments  in  the  neighbourhood  of  their  property;  it  would 
therefore  naturally  be  understood  as  applying  to  houses, 
buildings,  ground,  and  land,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
words,  namely,  to  that  species  of  property  which  would  im- 
mediately be  benefited  by  the  sewering  and  paving  of  the 
place  in  question.  I  am  not  disposed  to  construe  acts  of 
Parliament  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  nice  questions  as 
to  what  are  "tenements''  and  "hereditaments''  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  terms.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Cowling^  that 
this  act  was  intended  to  be  enforced  by  persons  not  of  a 
legal  character,  and  who  would  therefore  understand  the 
words  in  their  ordinary  sense.  I  also  agree  with  my  Bro- 
ther Parke,  in  supposing  that  the  word  "  hereditaments  " 
has  slipped  in  by  mistake,  and  not  slipped  out  of  the  act  of 
Parliament. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  or  not  Dr.  Burton  is,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  act  of  Parliament,  the  owner  of  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion. If  he  is  not,  then  it  is  clear  that,  although  the  pre- 
sent defendant  is  mortgagee  of  whatever  was  possessed  by 
Dr.  Burton,  he  is  not  mortgagee  within  the  meaning  of 
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E*ch,  of  PUat,  the  act  of  Parliament.  Now,  to  determine  whether  Dr, 
-  Barton  was  or  was  not  the  owner  of  the  land  within  the 
C0NSTABLB8,  meaning  of  the  act,  let  ns  consider  what  was  his  interest 
OF  Chorlton  He  was  clearly  the  owner  of  the  land  before  the  month  of 
Walkeju  February  1820.  In  that  month  it  is  certain  that  he  ceased 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  land,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word,  because  he  conveyed  it  for  a  particular  purpose  to 
Todd  and  Orford.  Did  he  become  the  owner  again  by  the 
deed  of  consecration  ?  That  is  the  point  that  the  plaintiffs 
must  establish.  What  interest  did  he  take  under  that 
deed?  He  took  this  interest,  that  the  property  having 
become  a  church  and  churchyard,  he  was  to  have  the  pri- 
vilege of  granting  for  his  own  private  advantage  the  right 
of  burial  there,  subject  to  certain  restrictions — not  of 
burying  there  absolutely,  but  in  three-fourths  of  the  land 
in  question,  for  one-fourth  was  reserved  for  the  poor.  Did 
that  per  se  make  him  the  owner  of  that  land?  It  would  be 
absurd  to  say  that  it  did.  In  some  places,  to  make  such  a 
grant  would  be  to  grant  what  was  utterly  valueless;  as, 
for  instance,  if  a  grant  were  made  of  burying  on  Salisbury 
Plain  or  Newmarket  Heath.  In  the  present  case,  the 
right  has  become  a  valuable  one,  but  that  does  not  make 
the  grantee  the  owner  of  the  land;  it  merely  makes  him  the 
owner  of  something,  which,  though  not  valuable  when  first 
acquired,  has  since  become  so.  It  is  clear  that  this  act  of 
Parliament  contemplated  merely  a  charge  on  those  persons 
who  were  in  the  ordinary  sense  owners  of  the  land ;  and  as 
the  defendant  is  not  such  a  person,  I  think  he  is  entitled 
to  our  judgment.  To  treat  the  defendant  as  owner  of 
the  whole  would  be  great  injustice,  because  he  had  no 
benefit  from  the  belt  of  the  churchyard  in  which  the  poor 
were  buried,  and  yet  he  would  be  rated  according  to  the 
outer  frontage,  whilst  the  frontage  of  the  inner  part,  in 
which  alone  he  was  beneficially  interested,  would  be  much 
smaller. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Exeh.  qf  Pleat, 
1842. 

IsHERwooD  V.  Whitmore  and  Others,  Assignees  of         ^ — y — ' 

Jarrett,  a  Bankrupt.  -D«c.  7. 

1  HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  that  before  and  Assumpsit  on  a 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  promise  Sefe^ams  to**^ 
next  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of.  P*y  -^^so  on 

./.-if  ***®  plaintiff 

and  had  possession  of,  divers  goods,  to  wit,  2000  hats,  of  the  delivering  up 

value,  to  wit,  of  £1000,  which  goods  then  were  the  property  to  wT^  looo*' 

of  the  defendants,  subject  to  a  lien  which  the  plaintiff  then  Je^'X'ii^en** 

had  thereupon,  the  said  lien  then  being  of  great  value,  to  ""^  *^«  ^^cia- 

ration  alleged 

wit,  of  the  value  of  £250;  and  thereupon,  before  the  com-  that  the  plaintiff 
mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of  July,  wHUng*  a^nd" 
1842,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defen-  offere'/'^to  de- 
dants,  that  the  plaintiff  should  deliver  up  to  the  defendants  *»^er  up  the 
the  said  goods,  and  abandon  his  said  lien  thereon,  and  that  abandon  his 
the  defendants  should  therefore  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  ILTdefendLnts 
of  £250,  upon  the  delivery  of  the  said  goods  to  the  defend-  ^^^^^^^  *<>  ac- 

'     '^  ^  ^  cept  them. 

ants ;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  Plea,  that  the 

tender  was  of 

year  last  aforesaid^  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  two  closed 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  had  tftaln^uff 
then  promised  the  defendants  to  perform  the  said  a£n*ee-  '^presented 

.  .  -^  ^  contained  the 

ment  in  all  things  on  the  part  of  him  the  plaintiff,  the  de-  said  hats,  which 

fendants  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  perform  the  said  new  anVwUi.* 

agreement  in  all  things  on  the  part  of  them  the  defendants,  ^"eclaratl"  ^^^ 

And  the  plaintiff  says,  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  making  mentioned ;  but 

of  the  said  agreement  and  promise,  and  before  the  com-  ants  did  not 

mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore-  othei  thiTe,*"^ 

said,  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  ^°°^' "®''  ^*!"*^ 

and  offered  to  deliver  up  the  said  goods  to  the  defendants,  the  contents  of 

the  said  caslcs 

and  to  abandon  his  said  lien  thereon,  and  then  requested  the  or  whether  the 
defendants  to  accept  the  said  goods,  and  the  said  abandon-  JhTsaid  hatT ^^ 

nor  had  they 
any  opportunity  of  inspecting  the  contents  of  the  said  casks,  and  although  the  plaintiff  was  re- 
quested by  them  to  open  the  casks  and  allow  them  to  examine  the  contents  thereof,  and  although 
the  plaintiff  had  notice  that  they  were  willing  to  accept  the  hats  and  to  pay  the  money,  yet  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  permit  the  casks  to  be  opened  or  to  allow  them  any  inspection  of  the  contents 
thereof: — Heldf  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial  of 
the  tender. 
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Exch.  ijf  Pleat,  ment  of  tbc  said  lien  of  tbe  plaintiff,  and  to  pay  the  pi: 

v_lf^l_.     tiff  the  said  sum  of  jgaSO ;  and  although  the  plaintiff 

leiiiBwooD     alwfiys  performed  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  on 

Wbithoki.    part,  yet  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  said  prom 

did  not  nor  would,  when  they  were  bo  requested,  or  at  i 

time  before  or  since,  accept  the  said  goods  or  any  of  th( 

or  the  abandonment  of  the  said  lien  of  the  plaintiff,  or  ] 

the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  £250,  or  any  part  thereof,  1 

then  and  always  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  said  first  count,  aeconc 
that  the  said  hats  in  that  count  mentioned  were  cert 
hats  which  one  Arthur  Jarrett,  before  he  became  bai 
rupt,  had  deposited  with  tbe  plaintiff,  upon  certain  gc 
considerations,  arising  upon  dealings  and  transactions  tl 
had  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Arthur  Jarrett ;  s 
that  the  said  agreement  in  the  said  first  count  mention 
was  made  and  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  1 
defendants,  respecting  the  said  hats  so  deposited  as  afo 
said,  without  the  defendants,  or  any  person  on  their  belu 
having  at  any  time  had  any  means  or  opportunity  of  i 
specting  or  examining  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  a 
without  any  such  inspection  or  examination ;  and  fiirth 
that  they,  the  defendants,  were  always  from  the  time 
the  making  of  the  said  promise  and  agreement  ready  a 
willing,  and  desirous  to  accept  and  receive  from  the  plai 
tiff  the  said  hats,  which  had  been  so  deposited  by  the  si 
Arthur  Jarrett  with  the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  and  up< 
which  the  pluntiff  had  such  lien  as  in  the  siud  first  cou 
mentioned,  and  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum 
£Z50,  upon  the  delivery  of  euch  bats  to  the  defendant 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the  making  of  the  said  agn 
ment,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  said  first  cou 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  offered  to  deliver  to  the  defen 
ants  divers,  to  wit,  two  closed  casks,  which  the  plaint 
then  represented  and  alleged  to  the  defendants  contatn< 
tbe  said  hats  which  had  been  so  deposited  by  the  said  Arth 
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Jarrett  with  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  which  is  the  same  Exeh.  o/PUas, 
alleged  readiness  and  willingness  of  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  J"  ^ 

up  the  said  hats  to  the  defendants^  and  to  abandon  his  said  Ishrrwood 
lien  thereon^  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned^  and  the  whitmork. 
same  alleged  tender  and  offer  therein  in  that  behalf  men- 
tioned. But  the  defendants  in  fact  further  say^  that  the 
defendants  did  not^  nor  did  either  of  them^  at  the  time  of 
such  offer,  or  at  any  other  time,  know  (save  from  the  said 
representation  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid),  nor  could  they 
ascertain  what  were  the  contents  of  the  said  casks,  or  either 
of  them,  or  whether  the  same,  or  either  of  them,  in  fact 
contained  the  said  hats ;  nor  had  the  defendants,  or  either 
of  them,  at  any  time,  any  means  or  opportunity  of  inspect- 
ing or  examining  the  contents  of  the  said  casks,  or  either 
of  them ;  and  although  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  said  supposed  breach  of  promise  of  the  defendants,  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
therein  mentioned,  was  requested  by  the  defendants  to 
open  the  said  casks,  and  to  permit  and  allow  the  defend- 
ants to  inspect  and  examine  the  contents  thereof,  and  to 
ascertain  whether  or  not  the  said  casks  did  in  fact  contain 
the  hats  which  had  been  so  deposited  with  the  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  then  had  notice,  as 
the  fact  was,  that  the  defendants  were  then  ready  and  will- 
ing to  accept  and]  receive  the  said  hats,  and  to  accept  and 
receive  the  said  casks,  upon  being  satisfied  that  the  said 
hats  were  in  fact  contained  therein,  and  thereupon  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  money  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned ;  yet  the  plaintiff  then  and  from  thence  hitherto 
wholly  refused  to  permit  the  said  closed  casks  to  be  opened, 
or  to  allow  to  the  defendants,  or  to  any  person  on  their 
behalf,  any  inspection  or  examination  of  the  contents 
thereof;  and  the  said  casks  always,  until  and  at  the  time  of 
the  said  supposed  breach  of  promise  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned,  remained  and  were  wholly  closed  and  fastened, 
and  the  contents  thereof  unknown  to  and  unseen  by  the 
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Exeh.  <if  Fbat,  defendants,  wherefore  the  defendants  did  then,  as  t 

'   .     lawfully  might,  refuse  to  accept  or  receive  the  aaid  cti 

isHiftwooD    or  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  stun  of  j6250  in  the  t 

Wbituori.     count  mentioned,  which  is  the  same  supposed  refiual  i 

breach  of  promise,  whereof  the  plaintiff  hath  therein  ct 

plained  against  the  defendants.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  canses,  that  the  said 
cond  plea  contains  an  argumentatiTe  traverse  of  the  ai 
ment  in  the  aaid  first  count  of  the  plaintiff's  readiness  i 
willingness  to  deliver  np,  and  of  his  tendering  and  offer 
to  dehver  ap  to  the  defendants,  the  goods  in  the  said  f 
count  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  to  abandon  his  1 
thereon;  the  goods  which  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  aaid  i 
count  averred  to  have  been  ready  and  willing  to  deliver 
and  abandon  his  lien  apon,  being,  by  necessary  inteudmi 
and  construction  of  the  said  first  count,  the  very  goi 
concerning  which  the  said  agreement  in  the  said  first  coi 
mentioned  was  made.  That  the  said  second  plea  conta 
an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  breach  alleged  in  the  s 
first  count ;  the  goods  which  the  defendants  are  ther 
alleged  to  have  refdaed  acceptance  of  being,  by  necessi 
construction  and  intendment  of  the  said  first  count,  1 
very  goods  concerning  which  the  said  agreement  in  t 
said  first  count  mentioned  was  made.  That  the  secc 
plea  is  an  ai^mentative  traverse  of  the  allegation  contait 
in  the  aaid  first  count,  of  the  plaintiff's  having  perfom 
the  said  agreement  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  in 
things  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  That  the  said  seco 
plea  ought,  for  the  reasons  before  stated,  to  have  concluc 
to  the  country,  or  with  the  formal  and  special  trave 
absque  hoc  &c.  That  the  said  second  plea  is  an  arj 
mentative  traverse  of  the  defendants'  promise,  alleged 
the  first  count,  which  is  to  accept  the  said  goods  absolute 
and  not  subject  to  the  defendants'  right  of  inspecti 
thereof,  and  therefore  amounts  to  the  plea  of  the  gene 
issue.    That  the  aaid  second  plea  is  bad,  because  the  m. 
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ters  therein  stated  constitute  no  excuse  for  not  accepting   Exeh.  ofpuasf 
the  said  goods^  inasmuch  as  the  defendants  might  have     ^    ^^^'  . 
rescinded  the  said  contract,  if  on  inspection  of  the  said     Isherwood 
goods  it  should  have  been  found  that  they  were  not  the    Wbitmorb. 
very  goods  concerning  which  the  said  agreement  was  made. 
That  the  second  plea  is  bad^  inasmuch  as  it  is  no  answer  in 
law  to  the  actual  breach  alleged  in  the  declaration,  which 
is  not  that  the  defendants  did  not  pay  for  the  said  goods, 
but  that  they  did  not  accept  the  same ;  and  that  the  said 
second  plea  is  otherwise  insufficient. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Bytes,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  is  bad  for 
uncertainty  and  ambiguity.  It  may  mean  either  that  the 
hats  were  in  the  casks^  or  that  they  were  not.  If  it  means 
that  the  hats  were  not  tendered,  then  it  is  an  argumen- 
tative traverse  of  the  tender  and  of  the  breach;  if,  on  the 
contrary,  it  means  that  the  hats  were  tendered,  then  it 
shews  that  the  plaintiff  has  performed  his  contract.  It 
may  perhaps  be  argued  that  the  plea  is  in  confession,  and 
seeks  to  avoid  the  contract,  by  alleging  that  there  was  an 
implied  condition  to  inspect  the  hats,  which  was  not  per- 
formed, but  that  is  no  answer  to  this  declaration,  which 
does  not  set  out  the  agreement  in  haec  verba,  but  states 
the  legal  effect  of  it ;  and  if  there  was  an  implied  condition 
that  the  defendants  should  have  an  opportunity  of  inspect- 
ing the  goods,  the  plea  should  have  set  it  out.  In  Smart  v. 
Hyde  (a),  which  was  an  action  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse,  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  the  mare  was  sent  to  a  repository 
for  the  sale  of  horses,  to  be  sold  according  to  certain  rules, 
which  provided  that  a  warranty  of  soundness  should  re- 
main in  force  until  the  noon  of  the  day  after  the  sale, 
when  it  would  be  complete,  and  the  responsibility  of  the 
seller  terminate,  unless  in  the  mean  time  a  notice  and 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  723. 
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1»HB«WOOD 

Wbitmoib. 


£«c*.  tf  Pieat,  certificate  of  unsoundness  was  eiren :  and  the  plea  averred 

that  the  sale  took  place  sahject  to  the  roles^  and  that  the 
same  were  agreed  to  by  the  parties^  and  that  snch  notice 
and  certificate  were  not  given  within  the  time  limited; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  plea  was  good^  on  the  groond  that 
it  was  consistent  with  the  contract  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion. But  this  case  is  distinguishable^  for  here  the  plea  is 
not  consistent  with  the  contract  stated  in  the  declaration; 
but  even  if  it  were  clearly  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance^ it  would  be  bad  for  not  setting  out  the  condition. 
But  the  plea  rather  assumes  that  the  hats  were  not  ten- 
dered. [Plarke,  B.,  referred  to  Pellil  v.  Mitchell  [a),  where 
on  a  sale  by  auction  of  certain  woollen  goods,  the  cata- 
logue described  them  as  containing  a  certain  number  ci 
yards,  and  by  the  conditions  the  purchasers  were  to  pay 
down  merely  a  deposit  in  part  payment  for  each  lot ;  the 
lots  were  to  be  taken  away,  with  all  fieiults,  imperfections, 
and  errors  of  description,  on  the  Saturday  after  the  sale, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  was  to  be  paid 
before  delivery ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  law  would  imply 
no  condition  on  the  sale  that  the  purchasers  should  have  a 
right,  before  paying  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  to 
inspect  or  measure  the  goods,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  they  corresponded  with  the  description  in  the 
catalogue.]  That  question  does  not  arise  here,  because 
the  declaration  must  set  out  the  legal  efiPect  of  the  con- 
tract. If  there  was  an  impUed  condition  that  the  defend- 
ants should  have  an  opportunity  of  inspection,  it  ought  to 
have  been  alleged  in  the  plea. 


Bally  contra. — The  plea  is  good.  It  shews  that  which  is 
a  good  answer  to  the  action,  namely,  that  the  plaintiff 
delivered  the  casks  which  he  represented  contained  the 
hats,  in  such  a  manner  that  the  defendants  had  no  oppor- 


(o)  Not  yet  reported,  except  in  L.  J.,  vd.  12,  (N.  S.),  C.  P.  9. 
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tunity  of  inspecting  them,  or  of  ascertaining  whether  Exek,  of  PUas^ 
they  were  those  he  bargained  for  or  not.    In  Lorymer  v.  - 

Smith  {a),  it  was  held  that  the  buyer  of  a  parcel  of  wheat  ishkrwood 
by  sample  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  whole  in  bulk,  at  whitmork. 
any  proper  and  convenient  time ;  and  if  the  seller  refuses 
to  shew  it,  the  buyer  may  rescind  the  contract.  There 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  says :  "  Here  the  buyer  desired  to  see  the 
whole  of  the  wheat  in  bulk,  but  the  seller  refused  to  shew 
it;  upon  that  refusal,  the  request  having  been  made  at 
a  proper  and  convenient  time,  the  buyer  was  entitled  to 
rescind  the  contract."  And  Holroyd,  J.,  says :  "  The 
buyer  had  a  right  to  inspect  the  wheat  in  bulk,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  corresponded  with  the  sample,  and 
might  have  insisted  on  having  it  delivered  immediately 
on  tendering  a  banker's  bill  for  the  price."  And  in 
mbbert  v.  Shee  (6),  it  was  held  that  if  the  bulk  does  not 
correspond  with  the  sample,  the  purchaser  is  not  bound 
to  accept  or  pay  for  the  goods  on  any  terms.  Lord 
Ellenboraugh,  C.  J.,  there  says,  *'  If  I  buy  a  commodity 
wholly  discordant  to  that  which  is  promised  me,  I  am  not 
bound  to  accept  of  a  compensation  for  the  dissimilarity :" 
and  he  adds,  '^  the  legal  mode  of  dealing  is,  that  if  the  ar- 
ticle agreed  on  is  not  furnished,  I  may  reject  it  and  keep 
my  money  in  my  pocket."  This  plea  is  in  confession  and 
avoidance :  it  admits  the  contract,  and  avoids  it  by  plead- 
ing  matter  collateral  to  it.  When  the  goods  are  tendered,  a 
demand  is  made  to  inspect  them,  which  is  refused;  is  not 
that  a  good  answer,  and  may  it  not  be  set  forth  as  such  in 
pleading  ?  The  defendants  in  substance  say,  *'  it  is  true  we 
made  the  contract  you  allege,  but  when  you  tendered  the 
hats,  we  demanded  an  inspection,  which  you  refused."  If  the 
tender  alone  had  been  traversed,  the  facts  would  have  enti- 
tled the  plaintiflf  to  a  verdict.  Smart  v.  Hyde  {c)  is  very 
similar  to  the  present  case.   There  Parke,  B.,  says,  "  It  [the 

(a)  1  B.  &  C.  1 ;  2  D.  &  R.  23.     {h)  1  Camp.  117.      (c)  8  M.  &  W.  443. 
VOL.  X.  SEE  M.  W. 
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Mieh.  rfpieat,   plea  sdmitB  the  contract  and  the  promise,  but  shews  i 
*^^'  J     have  been  made  subject  to  certain  rules  which  have 
iiBUKwooD    been  complied  with."    He  also  cited  ff^yld  t.  Piekford 
Whitmou. 

Pabkb,  B. — I  think  the  plea  is  bad,  aa  it  me 
amoonts  to  an  ai^umentative  denial  that  a  tender 
made.  The  obyious  meaning  of  the  declaration  is,  that 
pluntifT  was  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his  part  of 
contract,  and  that  he  did  all  in  his  power  to  perform  it, 
that  the  defendants  would  not  accept  the  bats  when  ' 
dered.  Then  the  plea  is  not  in  confession  and  avoida 
but  in  answer  it  proceeds  to  shew  that,  according  to 
nature  of  the  contract,  the  defendants  were  entitled  ti 
opportiunity  of  inspecting  the  hats  on  delivery.  That  I 
had  such  opportunity  is  implied  in  the  allegation  of  a 
der  having  been  made.  The  case  is  analogous  to  a  tei 
of  money,  which  is  not  properly  tendered  when  lockei 
in  a  box,  so  that  the  party  to  whom  it  is  shewn  cannot  < 
it  or  see  the  contents.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  therel 
that  this  plea  amounts  to  an  argumentative  denial  of 
allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  a  tender  bad  been  n 
of  these  goods.  In  order  to  prove  that  allegation,  the  p] 
tiff  would  be  bound  to  shew  a  delivery  under  such  ctrc 
stances,  that  the  defendants  had  an  opportunity  of  se 
that  the  article  delivered  to  them  was  the  one  they  hat 
pulated  for. 

AxDBESON,  B.,  GuBNEY,  B.,  and  BolfEj  B.,  concnr 
Judgment  for  the  plaintJ 


(d)  8  M.  &  W.  443. 
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Rrch.  of  Pieaif 
1842. 

HUMBERSTONE  V.  DuBOIS. 

XVEPLEVIN  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods  in  a  certain  in  a  cognis- 

-,       <,,.        •  ance  by  de- 

dwelling-house.  fendant  as 

Cognizance  by  the  defendant  as  bailiff  of  one  Thomas  ^JJ^^^J^  ^^^ 

Wright,  alleging  a  seisin  in  fee  of  the  locus  in  qtu)  in  the  "n**®*"  '^e  1 1 

Marquis  of  Westminster;  an  unexpired  lease  granted  by  s.  is,  the  terms 

him  to  Joseph  Thompson;   and  an  assignment  of  such  andonheno^- 

lease  by  Thompson  to  the  said  Thomas  Wright.     It  then  ^^^J^^  ^'J^ 

alleged  a  demise  by  Wright  to  the  plaintiff,  of  certain  »bcwn,  uiatth* 

j^Murtments  in  the  dwelling-house  mentioned  in  the  decla-  to  determine  ' 

ration,  being  a  house  on  the  said  demised  premises,  "  to  no!icrto*hL^^ 

hold  the  same  as  a  yearly  tenant  thereof,  that  is  to  say,  as  'fn^iord  for 

^         ^  '  ^'         that  purpose, 

tenant  thereof  to  the  said  Thomas  Wright  ^rom  qaarter  day  and  the  suffi- 
to  quarter  day  for  so  long  a  time  as  they  the  said  plaintiff  o'fThYnoUce'^' 
and  the  said  Thomas  Wright  should  respectively  please,  at  J1J]["""^  f^^*"' 
and  under  a  certain  quarterly  rent,  to  wit  the  rent  of  6/.  5*.  if "  not  suffi- 

cient  (on  tpeeidi 

payable  quarterly  on  the  25th  day  of  March,  the  24th  day  demurrer)  to 
of  June,  the  29th  day  of  September,  and  the  25th  day  of  Jl^LX*"  aJw**- 
December,  in  each  and  every  year  during  the  continuance  ^^^V"  ^<;  ***- 
of  the  said  tenancy.     By  virtue  of  which  said  last-men-  such  a  notice 

as  herftinaiicr 

tioned  demise  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  mentioned  ** 
time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  f^^*  (J  "^*]J^* 
entered  into  and  upon  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  so  given  day  past. 
being  in  and  parcel  of  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which 
&c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  became  and  was  possessed 
thereof,  and  being  so  thereof  possessed,  afterwards  and  be- 
fore the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of 
June,  1841,  she  the  plaintiff,  then  having  the  power  to  de^ 
termine  her  said  tenaticy  by  giving  such  notice  to  quit  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  gave  to  the  said  Thomas  Wright 
notice  that  she  the  plaintiff  would  quit  and  deliver  up  pos* 
session  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  so  by  her  holden 
as  aforesaid,  on  the  29th  day  of  September  in  the  year 

E  E  E  4V 


766  CASES  IH  THK   XZCHKQOBK, 

Erch.  «/  pitai,  aforesaid.     And  the  defendant  further  saitb,  that 
'   -     plaintiff  did  not  nor  would,  on  the  day  and  year  last  a 

HuuBERtTOHi  said,  quit  or  deliver  up  possession  of  tlie  sud  rooms 
DuBOH.  apartments  according  to  the  said  notice,  but  then  ref 
so  to  do,  and  on  the  contrary  thereof,  without  the  con 
of  the  said  Thomas  Wright,  held  over  and  coutinaed  po 
siott  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  tram  the  day  and 
last  aforesaid,  until  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  althc 
the  said  Thomas  Wright,  for  and  during  all  that  timc^ 
entitled  to  the  possession  thereof  from  the  plaintiff;  whe 
the  plaintiff  then  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  The 
Wright,  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  continued  in  po! 
sion  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  after  the  said  '. 
day  of  September  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  quarterly 
of  12/.  10«..  being  at  the  rate  of  double  the  rati  or 
which  she  the  plaintiff  wot^  otherwise  have  paid  in  case 
said  notice  bad  not  been  so  given."  The  defendant  t 
made  cognizance  for  doable  rent  for  a  quarter  of  a  j 
after  the  29th  day  of  September  mentioned  in  the  n( 
to  quit. 

To  this  cognizance  there  was  a  special  demurrer.  A 
objecting  to  the  repugnancy  in  the  statement  of  the 
nancy,  (which  was  called  a  "yearly,"  thongh  shewn  U 
a  "  quarterly  "  tenancy),  the  plaintiff  assigned  the  follow 
cause  of  demurrer :  "  that  it  is  not  shewn  with  suffic 
certainty,  how  the  plaintiff'  had  the  power  of  detemn 
her  tenancy  by  such  a  notice  as  she  is  stated  in  the 
ct^nizance  to  have  given." 

Atherton,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  objectioi 
which  the  plaintiff  mainly  relies  is  the  omission,  in 
cognizance,  of  any  statement  of  matter  of  fact,  abei 
how  the  plaintiff  had  power  to  put  an  end  to  her  tena 
by  the  notice  given.  This  cognizance  is  founded  on 
11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  18,  entitling  a  landlord  to  double 
from  a  tenant  holding  over  after  a  determination  oi 
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tenancy  by  notice  for  that  purpose,  given  by  the  tenant  to  EmH.  of  pieat, 
his  landlord.  Now,  to  bring  a  case  within  that  statute,  ^  J^'  ^ 
these  things  must  concur:  first,  a  tenancy  determinable  Humberstonb 
by  notice  from  the  tenant  to  the  landlord ;  and  secondly,  Dubois. 
a  notice  accordingly,  given  by  the  tenant  to  the  landlord, 
and  being  a  notice  sufficient  in  law  to  put  an  end  to  such 
tenancy.  And  in  order  to  shew  these  things  aptly  in 
pleading,  the  defendant  should  have  stated  separately  the 
terms  of  the  tenancy,  so  far  as  regards  its  determinability 
by  notice  to  quit,  and  the  terms  also  of  the  notice  to  quit 
actually  given.  These  two  matters  of  fact  being  so  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  might  traverse  either  of  them,  a  conclusion 
of  law  would  appear :  it  would  be  seen,  that  is  to  say,  whe- 
ther, given  such  terms  of  tenancy,  and  given  a  notice  to 
quit  in  such  terms,  the  tenancy  would  have  been  put  an  end 
to  by  the  notice.  The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity, by  demurrer,  of  raising  on  the  record  this  question 
of  legal  sufficiency.  Here,  however,  the  defendant  has 
merely  said  that  the  tenant  "  had /?ott?cr ''  to  determine  the 
tenancy  by  such  a  notice  as  she  gave.  This  is  stating,  in 
one  single  and  indivisible  allegation,  two  distinct  matters 
of  fact  and  one  matter  of  law ;  and  the  plaintiff,  were  she 
to  take  issue,  and  deny  that  she  had  such  "  power'*  as  al- 
leged, would  be  traversing  double  as  to  matter  of  fact,  and 
moreover  putting  in  issue  matter  of  law.  For  whether 
such  "  power''  did  or  did  not  exist  depended  on  the  terms 
of  the  tenancy  in  fact,  the  terms  of  the  notice  in  fact,  and 
the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  in  law,  assuming  the  fore- 
going facts.  The  tenancy  described  being,  in  substance,  a 
quarterly  tenancy,  the  law  does  not,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year,  supply,  as  a  legal  incident^  the 
power  to  determine  by  notice  to  quit. 

Then,  there  is  the  incongruity  in  describing  a  "  quar- 
terly" as  a  "yearly"  tenancy:  but  this,  unless  necessary, 
it  is  not  intended  to  insist  on. 
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The  Court  then  called  on 

Gurney  to  support  his  cognizance,  in  ansver  to 
jection  that  the  tenus  of  the  tenancy  and  notice  w 
shewn. — He  contended  that  a  quarter's  notice  was 
to  have  been  given :  it  being  averred  that  on  the  24 
of  June  a  notice  was  given  to  quit  on  the  followi 
chaelmas  day.  [AMer$<m,  B.— The  24th  day  of  Jn 
formal  time  only,  and  is  lud  under  a  videlicet.  Tl 
nisance  means  merely  that  a  notice  was  given  9om 
to  quit  at  Michaelmas  1841.  Parke,  B. — Can  y 
over  this  objection  ?  Had  you  not  better  amend, 
wish  to  try  the  question  ?J 

Gwmey  admitted  that  he  could  not  meet  this  obj 
and  had  leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otben 

Judgment  for  the  plaii 


Dee.  0.  HARaiBON  V.  MaTTHBWS. 

Debt— The  X/EBT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  by  a  certain 

■tited,  thai  bf  ture,  made  between  J.  Hartley  of  the  first  part,  the  d 

Xde'br»rten  *°''  ^"^  *^®  second  part,  W.  Ashcroft  the  elder  of  thf 

J.  H.  of  ihe  part,  W.  Ashcroft  the  youneer  of  the  fourth  part,  ai 
flnl  pKt,  O.  JO  »-        I 

H.,  the  de-  plaintiff  of  the  fiith  part,  the  defendant  covcnantef 

Jt^Vi""  ^'^^  plaintiff  that  they  the  defendant,  the  said  J.  H; 

w.  A-the  yf^  Ashcroft,  and   G.  Matthews,  their  heirs,  exet 
elder,  of  ihe  _   '  '  »         -" 

third  part,  and  administrators,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  shoi 

younger,  of  the  wonld  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  plaintiff,  hi 

foatth  part,  and 

the  plaintiff  of 

tbe  fifth  part,  the  defendant  corenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant,  the  *>i 

W.  A.,  and  G.  M.,  their  hein,  eiecutori,  and  idmlniitralora,  or  lome  or  one  of  (hero,  a 

Vouldpa^orcauietD  be  paid  unto  the  plainliff,  ha  nixMoti,  Sic,  £300 -.—Htld,  thai 

■  collateral  covenant,  and  that  the  action  for  tbe  lecoveij  of  the  mone;  ought  lo  b«  in  < 

and  net  in  debt. 
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cutorsj  &€.,  the  sum  of  £300  and  interest.    Breach,  that  Exch.  rf  PUai, 
the  defendant  did  not,  nor  did  the  said  J.  Hartley,  W.     ^     ^  '  ^ 
Ashcroft,  and  G.  Matthews,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or      Harrison 

mm 

any  other  person,  pay  the  said  sum  of  £300  and  interest     maitbbws. 
on  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  covenant 
being  collateral,  an  action  of  debt  would  not  lie. — Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

Erie  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  17). — ^The 
covenant  stated  in  the  declaration  is  not  a  direct  covenant 
to  pay  money,  but  a  collateral  covenant  that  the  defendant 
and  other  persons  will  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £300, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  those  third  parties  executed  the 
instrument.  The  action  ought  therefore  to  have  been  in 
covenant  instead  of  debt.  In  Randall  v.  Rigby  (a),  where 
lands  were  enfeoffed  to  Bichard  Hollins  and  the  defendant, 
to  the  use,  intent,  and  purpose  that  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  should  receive  and  take  out  of  the 
lands  a  yearly  rent  of  £63,  payable  half-yearly ;  and  the 
defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that  B.  H.  and 
the  defendant,  their  executors,  &c.,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  would  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent  at  the  time  ap. 
pointed  for  payment  thereof;  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  sue  the  defendant  in  debt  for  arrears  of 
the  annuity.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Evans  v* 
Jones  (i),  where  it  was  held  that  debt  would  lie,  for  in  that 
case  there  was  an  absolute  covenant  to  pay  a  sum  certain 
on  a  given  day.  Cloves  v.  Williams  {c)  also  shews  that 
the  action  ought  to  have  been  covenant,  and  that  debt  is 
not  maintainable. 

Humfret/y  contra. — This  action  is  well  maintainable,  for 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  130.      (6)  5  M.  &  W.  295.       (c)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  868» 
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Bieh.  dT  Pktu,  the  coTenant  is  an  absolute  and  not  a  collateral  one.  Il 
•  ■  an  absolute  coTenant  tbat  he  the  defendaot  will  pay,  or  tl 
HAftkisoM  some  one  else  shall.  It  ia  not  a  case  ia  which  he  undi 
HiTtHBwi.  takes  to  do  a  collateral  act,  if  another  does  not.  Boitd 
T.  Siffbt/  ia  in  fa?our  of  the  defendant.  Lord  Abittffer,  C.  1 
in  giving  judgment,  says, "  If  it  had  appeared  that  thia  « 
a  debt  of  his  own,  on  which  he  was  liable  to  the  plainti 
debt  might  be  maintainable  as  well  as  covenant;  but  it 
an  action  on  a  mere  collateral  corenant,  by  which  the  d 
fendant  jointly  with  another  undertakes  to  teetire  the  pa 
ment  of  an  annuity  which  is  issuing  ont  of  land."  Ai 
Parke,  B.,  says,  "  It  is  not  a  covenant  to  perform  any  c 
rect  duty,  but  only  a  collateral  one  to  secure  payment 
the  rent."  Now  try  it  by  that  test — is  not  this  a  dire 
dutr,  in  the  first  instance,  to  pay  the  money  ?  Me 
clearly  so.  It  is  an  abaolnte  covenant  to  pay  the  mone; 
and  it  is  not  the  leas  absolute,  that  the  defendant  covenan 
that  he  or  another  shall  pay.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  said  to  1 
a  joint  debt,  but  I  do  not  know  that  it  ia.]  Assuming 
to  be  a  joint  debt,  ia  there  not  a  direct  duty  to  pay  tl 
joint  debt?  Thia  case  falls  precisely  within  the  decision 
Evans  v.  Jones,  where  it  was  held  that  debt  lies  on  an  a 
solute  covenant  by  A.  to  pay  on  a  certain  day  a  sum  certa 
due  from  B.  on  mortgage.  [Alderson,  B. — Wonld  tl 
declaration  have  been  good,  if  it  had  simply  averred  th 
the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  money  ?  Because  if 
was  his  duty  to  pay  it,  his  not  paying  is  a  breach  of  th 
duty.] 

Erie,  in  reply. — The  covenant  ia  in  effect  a  condition 
one,  that,  if  the  other  parties  named  will  not  pay,  the  d 
fendant  will.  In  Viner's  Abr.,  Debt  (D),  pi.  3,  it  ia  aa 
that  debt  will  not  lie  "  if  the  covenant  is  conditional, 
thus,  viz.  that  if  C.  do  not  pay  to  B.  £10,  A.  will  pay  it 
[Alderson,  B. — The  liability  in  that  case  does  not  ari 
until  one  has  not  paid.    Here  it  does ;  all  are  liable — son 
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or  one  of  them.    Parke,  B. — It  does  not  appear  here  that  Bxeh,  rf  Piea», 
the  defendant  is  a  surety.]  The  plaintiff  might  have  shewn     v^if^Hl^ 
by  averment  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  surety.  It  does     Hab&ison 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  that  it  was  a    Matthkwi. 
direct  duty.    If  you  were  to  strike  out  of  the  averment 
here  the  allegation  that  the  other  parties  had  not  paid,  the 
defendant  might  demur,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
appear  that  they  had  not  paid.    \_Alderson,  B.  —That  is  the 
difSculty  I  have  felt,  that  it  is  not  a  sufficient  breach  that 
one  has  not  paid.    Parke,  B. — The  difficulty  here  is,  that 
we  do  not  know  upon  which  of  the  four  the  duty  is  cast.] 
In  Evans  v.  Jones,  the  form  of  the  covenant  was  not  that 
one  or  the  other  would  pay,  but  that  they,  the  defendants^ 
would  pay.    An  alternative  covenant  is  a  conditional  cove- 
nant. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  Court,  feeling  very  great  doubt  whe- 
ther the  action  of  debt  was  maintainable  upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  first  count,  desired  the  plaintiff  to  amende 
thinking  it  probable  that  the  indenture  was  really  executed 
by  Hartley  and  the  two  Ashcrofts,  as  well  as  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  all  four  covenanted  to  pay  the  sum  of 
JE300,  in  which  case  an  action  of  debt  would  undoubtedly 
have  lain  against  the  four ;  and  against  one,  if  the  one  sued 
did  not  plead  in  abatement. 

The  plaintiff  declining  to  amend,  we  are  now  to  pro- 
nounce the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  record  as  it 
stands. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  if  there  be  a  covenant  by  the  de- 
fendant that  he  will  certainly  pay  a  sum  certain,  debt  will 
lie;  and  that  it  will,  although  the  same  sum  is  by  the  same 
deed  secured  by  a  mortgage :  Evans  v.  Jones  (a).     On  the 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  295. 
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Eick.  qf  Pkat,  other  hand,  if  he  covenant  that  another  shall  pay  a  t 

■    ^^'   .     Bum,  and  if  not,  that  the  defendant  will,  debt  wiU  n 

H.msiaoM     Wentworth's  Office  of  Execator,  133,  Vin.  Abr.,  Del 

UATTBaw*.    -^"^  ^°  ^^^  same  principle,  it  will  not  lie  (afler  assig 

assented  to  by  the  lessor)  on  the  leasee's  covenant  tl 

assignB  shall  pay  rent,  the  proper  remedy  being  an 

of  covenant.     Again,  it  is  said,  in  Wentworth's  Oi 

Executor,  123: — "  So,  perhaps,  if  the  covenant  be  in  t 

jonctive,  as  to  do  such  an  act,  or  to  pay  £10,  debt  w 

lie,  though  the  act  be  not  done,  but  covenant  only." 

law  is  correctly  laid  down  in  these  authorities,  as  we 

it  is,  they  appear  to  us  to  warrant  a  judgment  for  t 

fendant. 

In  this  case,  we  cannot  assume  that  Hartley  at 
two  Ashcrofts  executed  the  indenture,  or  that,  if  the 
they  covenanted  jointly  with  the  defendant  to  pay  tfa 
of  j£300,  or  that  there  was  any  recital  in  the  indi 
(which  would  have  bound  the  defendant)  that  the 
was  advanced  to  or  was  a  joint  debt  of  the  defendant 
ley  and  the  Ashcrofts. 

We  must  deal  with  the  case  as  if  the  legal  effect 
covenant  was  properly  set  out  in  the  declaration,  an 
treat  the  question  as  if  it  had  arisen  nakedly  on  a 
nant  by  the  defendant,  that  he  and  J.  S.,  a  strange 
the  number  of  other  persons  is  immaterial,)  their 
executors,  and  administrators,  or  one  of  them,  shou 
the  sum  of  £300  on  a  certain  day. 

This  seems  to  us  to  be  the  same  as  if  the  defendai 
covenanted  that  he,  or  that  J.  S.  or  he,  should  pa 
to  he  governed  by  the  principle  of  the  authority 
mentioned.  It  is  in  substance  and  effect  the  sami 
covenant  to  pay  if  J.  S.  did  not,  and  therefore  an 
of  debt  will  not  lie  upon  it. 

Our  judgment  is  therefore  for  the  defendant.  'W 
sorry  to  come  to  this  conclusion,  because  we  are  well 
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fied  that  the  action  could  have  been  maintained^  if  the  ^ch.  qf  PieoM, 

pleadings  had  been  proper,  and  the  legal  effect  of  the  *  ^ 

covenant  had  been  set  out.  Harrwon 


Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Matthews. 


The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  the  City  of 
Coventry  v.  Edmund  Lythall,  William  Wilson, 
Thomas  Elton,  William  Serjeant,  Thomas  George 
Cheadle,  Peter  Cheadle,  jun.,  William  Camwell, 
Joseph  Voile,  and  John  Bray. 

JlilGHT  several  actions  of  trespass  having  been  brought  By  charter  of 
by  the  above  respective  defendants  against  the  Mayor  of  the  men  of  the' 
Coventry,  to  try  the  validity  of  as  many  distress  war-  co^entry^^e- 
rants,  issued  by  that  oflScer,  for  levying,  within  the  places  n^ntsofthe 

.         ,  .       ,  .  /  ,      ..  .         ,  .  n.         ^^^^  Mother 

mentioned  in  the  various  counts  of  the  feigned  issue  after-  of  the  manor  of 
wards  referred  to,  the  borough  rate,  made  under  the  5  &  6  Co?entry7were 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  92 ;  by  an  order  of  Alderson,  B.,  proceed-  Jn^orporated. 

'  '  '      "^  .  .  The  corporauon 

ings  in  those  actions  were  stayed,  and  a  feigned  issue  direct-  consisted  of  the 

ed  to  be  tried  in  lieu  thereof;  the  parties  consenting  to  be  and  men  or 

bound  in  the  actions  by  the  event  of  the  corresponding  issues.  th™"iu  of^cS)- 

The  following  is  the  form  of  the  first  count  of  the  feigned  !u"*'^'j  ®? 

issue: — ''For  that  whereas  heretofore,  and  after  the  pass-  sequent  char- 
ters (some  of 
the  King,  some 
of  Isabel,  the  Queen  of  Edward  III.  and  others  of  the  Black  Prince)i  Tarioiis  franchises 
within  the   villa  of  Coventryi  and   throughout  the   view   of  Frankpledge   of  the  manor  of 
Chilesmore,  and  elsewhere,  were  granted  to  the  mayor  and  bailift  of  Coventry.     By  another 
charter  of  the  SO  Hen.  6,  the  villa  of  Coventry,  with  Radford,  KeretUy,  and  other  specified 
places,  were  made  into  a  dfstinct  county,  called  the  "  County  of  the  City  of  Coventry."     By 
another  charter  of  the  19  Jac.  1,  regulating  the  government  of  the  corporation,  the  aldermen 
of  Coventry  were  made  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of  the  city.    There  were  ten  alder- 
men of  Coventry,  being  one  alderman  for  each  of  ten  wards :  and  the  limits  of  the  wards  did 
not  appear  far  to  exceed  the  continuous  lines  of  streets  and  houses,  popularly  known  as  the  dty 
of  Coventry. 

Held,  that  under  the  Municipal  Corporations'  Boundary  Act  (6  &  7  ^11.  4,  c.  108,  s.  1), 
places  being  within  the  county  of  the  city  of  Coventry,  and  through  which  the  mayor  andbailiflfs 
of  Coventry  had  a  coroner,  and  other  franchises,  under  the  above  charters,  but  being  beyond 
the  lines  of  such  streets  and  houses,  and  not  within  any  of  the  wards  of  Coventry,  were  not  pari 
qf  the  city  qf  Coventry, 
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Bteh.!^ PUtM,  iag  of  a  certaia  net  of  Farliament  made  and  passed  in 
-  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  WiU 

Hatok  Qhq  Fourth,  to  make  temporary  proyision  for  the  bo 
daries  of  certain  boroughs,  to  wit,  ou  &c.,  &  certain 
}  was  had  &c.,  wherein  a  certain  question  then  ai 
whether,  before  and  until  the  pamng  of  an  act  passed  ia 
Parliament  hoiden  in  the  second  and  third  years  of  the  n 
t^fhis  taid  late  Majetty  King  fVUiiatn  the  Fourth,  to  settle  i 
describe  the  diviHons  of  counties  and  the  limils  of  cities  < 
boroughs  in  England  and  Wales,  in  so  far  as  respects  the  e 
turn  of  members  to  serve  in  ParHoment,  the  parish  of  Fb 
hill  was  part  of  the  said  city  of  Coventry,  vHthin  the  mt 
mg  of  the  first  hereinbefore  mentioned  act  of  /W-fiom 
and  in  that  discourse  the  said  phuDtiffs  then  assei 
and  affirmed  that  the  said  pariah  of  Foleshill,  before  i 
until  the  passing  of  the  second  hereinbefore  mentjoi 
act  of  Parliament,  was  as  aforesaid  part  of  the  said  i 
of  Coventry,  which  assertion  and  affirmation  of  the  t 
plaintiffs  the  said  defendants  then  contradicted  and 
nied,  and  then  asserted  and  affirmed  the  contrary  then 
And  thereupon  aiterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  i 
aforesaid,  in  consideration  that  the  said  plaintiffs  at 
request  of  the  said  defendants  had  then  paid  to  the  s 
defendants  the  sum  of  £5  "  &c  (the  usual  wager  and  fi 
mise).  "And  the  said  plaintiffs  further  say,  that  the  s 
parish  of  Foleshill,  before  and  until  the  passing  of  the  » 
second  mentioned  act  of  Parliament,  was  as  aforesaid  pari 
the  said  city  tf  Coventry,  whereof  the  said  defendants  oR 
wards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  had  notice,  whereby  "  &c.  (usual  a 
clomoa  and  breach). 

There  were  seven  following  counts,  in  similar  terms,  i 
relating  respectively  to  the  "  parish  of  Exkali,"  a  "  pari 
the  parish  of  Sowe,"  "the  pariah  of  Wyhen,"  a  "part 
the  parish  of  Stimchall,"  the  "  hamlet  of  Keresley,"  ' 
"  parish  of^i«/cy,"and  thc"pari8h  of  Stoke."  There  was  e 
another  (a  ninth)  count,  relative  to  the  parish  of  Ausb 
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but  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  Court  to  pronounce  any  Exch,  of  puai, 
opinion  on  the  point  which  it  raised,  and  it  is  consequently     ^    ^^^'  . 

omitted.  Mayor 

There  were  pleas  to  each  of  the  counts,  denying  that  ». 

the  places  in  question  were  "  part  of  the  city  of  Coventry,"      L\thall. 
as  alleged  in  the  count :  and  issues  were  joined  on  those 
pleas. 

These  issues  came  on  for  trial  before  a  special  jury  of 
Middlesex  on  the  2nd  December,  1840,  when  an  order  of 
Nisi  Prius  was  made  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  by 
consent  of  parties,  for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs, 
subject  to  a  special  case,  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  by  a  barrister.  The  order  provided  that  the 
Court,  in  deciding  on  the  special  case,  should  draw  the 
proper  inferences  from  the  evidence^  and  should  turn  the 
case  into  a  special  verdict,  at  the  request  of  either  party. 
A  case  was  stated  accordingly.  In  the  case,  a  vast  num- 
ber of  charters  were  shortly  stated:  admitted  copies  of 
the  charters  themselves  being  furnished  to  the  Court, 
and  being,  by  arrangement,  open  to  reference  by  either 
party  in  argument.  The  said  charters  were  arranged 
under  the  following  heads,  namely, — "Charters  and 
other  documents  relating  to  the  church  of  St.  Mary, 
Coventry,  and  the  chapels  " — *'  Charters  and  grants  made 
to  the  lay  people  of  Coventry '' — "  Documents  relative  to 
the  manor  of  Chilesmore'' — ^^' Charters  and  grants  of 
King  Edward  III,  Queen  Isabel,  and  the  Black  Prince, 
after  the  Queen  and  Prince  had  become  entitled  to  the 
manor  of  Chilesmore  " — and  "  Royal  charters  in  favour 
of  Coventry  subsequent  to  King  Edward  III.''  The  only 
charters  material  to  be  here  stated  were  the  following, 
namely — 1st.  A  charter  of  the  20th  January,  18  Edward 
III.  This  charter  states  that  the  King,  at  the  instance  of 
the  Queen  Mother,  tenant  for  life  of  the  manor  of  Chey- 
lesmore  in  Coventry,  and  in  consideration  of  the  Black 
Prince  being,  after  her,  entitled,  was  willing  to  make  pre- 
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gxek.  rf  PIhu,  emment  the  mea  of  the  villa  of  Coventi^,  tenants  of  ' 
.    ^^*'  .    Queen  Mother  of  that  manor :  and  the  King  grants 
Mator      the  men  of  the  villa  of  Coventry,  tenants  of  the  said  i 
V.  nor,  that  they  should  have  a  commonalty  among  the 

Lttball.  ^^  should  elect  a  mayor  and  bailiffs,  and  should  hi 
cognizance  of  pleas,  as  well  of  trespasses,  contracts,  a 
covenants,  as  of  other  matters  arising  among  themselv 
within  the  villa  aforesaid.  By  the  same  charter  the  Ki 
grants  also  a  seal  for  recognizances,  and  a  piiaon  witl 
the  villa  within  the  tenure  of  the  Qneen,  for  mal^acfa 
there  apprehended,  of  which  the  mayor  and  btuliffs  shoi 
have  the  care.  2nd.  A  charter  of  26  November,  SO  H. 
This  charter  states  that  the  King,  in  consideration  of  '. 
affection  for  his  "  civUa»  "  or  "  viUa  "  of  Coventry,  and  I 
mayor,  bailiffs,  and  commonalty  of  the  same,  grants 
the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  commonalty,  that  the  "  obUob  " 
"  villa "  of  Coventry  aforesaid,  with  Sa^brd,  Kere$l 
Foleshill,  &c.  (enumerating  all  the  places  mentioned  in  I 
various  counts  of  the  fdgned  isaae,  besides  otbera)  tfa 
being  witbin  the  county  of  Warwick,  shall  be  one  ent 
county  of  itself,  incorporated  in  deed  and  name,  and  d 
tinct  and  entirely  separated  from  the  said  county  of  W( 
wick  for  ever,  and  not  parcel  of  the  same  county  of  Wi 
wick ;  and  that  it  shall  be  called  the  "  County  of  the  C: 
of  Coventry." — The  mayor  and  bailiffs  were  to  be  chos 
as  before.  The  bailiffs  of  the  city  or  villa  were  to  be  si 
riffs  of  the  county  of  the  city  and  also  bailiffs  of  the  ci 
or  vilhi,  as  before.  The  sheriffs  of  the  city  were  to  h( 
county  courts  of  the  city  within  that  city,  from  mouth 
month,  and  have  all  jurisdiction  Sec.,  pertaining  to  t 
ofiBce  of  sheriff  in  the  said  city  or  villa,  the  hamle 
parcels  and  precincts  of  the  same :  and  the  Kiuj 
writs  were  to  be  directed  to  them  &c.  The  coroi 
of  the  city  or  villa  was  to  be  coroner  of  the  coub 
of  the  city,  and  the  clerk  for  taking  recognisaocea 
debt   according  to  the   statute   merchant.     The    ma} 
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was  to  have,  within  the  city  or  villa,  hamlets,  parcels  and  Exch,  of  PUas, 
precincts  aforesaid,  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  market  of  the  '  ^ 

King's  household,  and  to  execute  the  offices  of  steward  and  Mayor 
marshal  of  the  Sling's  household,  within  the  same  limits. 
3rd.  A  charter  of  18  July,  19  Jac.  1.  This  charter  recites 
that  the  city  of  Coventry  was  an  ancient  city  and  borough, 
and  that  the  citizens  and  burgesses  of  the  same  city  or 
borough,  as  well  by  prescription  or  custom  as  by  charters 
and  letters  patent,  had  been  and  were  incorporated,  as  well 
by  the  name  of  mayor,  bailifiPs  and  commonalty  of  the  city 
or  villa  of  Coventry,  as  by  other  names.  It  grants  to  them 
that  they  shall  thereafter  be  a  body  corporate,  by  the  name  of 
*'  Mayor,  Bailiffs  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  of  Coventry,'' 
with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal,  &c.  It  con- 
firms to  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  the  Council  House,  and 
the  council  of  the  city  to  consult  there  for  the  good  rule 
and  government  thereof;  and  regulates  the  election  of  the 
councillors.  It  regulates  the  times  and  manner  of  the 
election  of  the  mayor,  recorder,  and  other  officers  of  the 
city.  It  recites  that  there  had  been  ten  wards  within  the 
said  city ;  and  gives  their  names  as  they  existed  down  to 
the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76.  It  recites  that 
there  had  been  an  alderman  for  each  ward,  and  regulates 
the  future  election  of  aldermen.  It  also  provides  that  the 
mayor,  recorder  and  aldermen  should  be  justices  of  the 
peace  within  the  city,  and  within  the  county  of  the  city  of 
Coventry,  and  the  precinct  and  liberty  of  the  same  city  and 
county,  as  well  within  liberties  as  without,  and  makes  vari- 
ous other  regulations  for  the  civil  government. — Others  of 
the  charters  referred  to  contain  grants  of  a  coroner,  court 
of  pleas,  and  other  franchises,  to  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  of 
Coventry;  the  limits  of  the  franchise  varying,  sometimes 
being  the  villa  of  Coventry,  and  at  others  the  view  of 
frankpledge  of  the  manor  of  Chilesmore,  &c. 

The  case  also  adverted  to  paviage  grants,  murage  grants, 
roUs  of  proceedings  criminal  and  civil,  as  well  as  to  numer« 


778  cAiia  in  tbb  kzchiqubr, 

£nL  4  Pitat,  oos  Gdos,  recoTeries,  deeds,  wills,  &c.     These  docu 

^  ,     had  been  produced  by  one  side  or  the  othcTj  for  the  pi 

Matok        of  riiewing  a  connexion  between  the  city  of  Coventi 

p,  the  places  in  question,  in  some  instances,  and  that  in 

LvHAU.     (jj^j  jjjgy  1,^  ijggQ  treated  as  distinct  "vUIom"  and  ] 

and  for  proof  of  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  nasnnu 

exercised  by  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  of  Coventry  ot 

places  in  question,  or  some  of  them.     The  conrae  tali 

the  Court  la  giving  judgment  renders  it  unnecessary  f 

to  allude  to  these  parts  of  the  case. 

It  was  shewn  that  there  were  ten  wards  in  Cov 
known,  until  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  ! 
the  names  mentioned  in  the  before-mentioned  chai 
Jsc.  1.  There  did  not  exist  any  certain  knowled 
reputation  as  to  the  extreme  limits  of  these  wards ;  1 
all  times  within  living  memory,  there  had  been  a  g 
reputation  in  the  eity  that  no  one  of  the  wards  ext 
to  any  of  the  places  mentioned  in  the  feigned  issue 
the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Beform  Act,  the  ward: 
reputed  to  contain  the  streets  of  the  city,  and  the  I 
from  time  to  time  built  either  in  continuation  of  the 
ing  streets,  or  at  short  distances  from  them.  N< 
these  streets  or  houses  were  situate  within  any  < 
places  mentioned  in  the  feigned  issue.  "  Church 
"Paving  and  Lighting"  Acts  were  referred  to;  and 
evidence  shewn  of  various  particulars  (as  rights  of  con 
&c.),  in  which  distinctions  had  been  recognised  be 
the  freemen  of  Coventry  and  the  inhabitants  of  Gov 
as  comprised  within  the  wards,  and  the  inhabitanta  i 
places  in  question. 

The  right  of  voting  for  members  to  serve  in  Paiiii 
for  the  city  was  stated  to  have  been  regulated,  prior  i 
Parliamentary  Reform  Act,  by  the  21  Geo.  3,  c.  64. 
right  of  election  was  in  such  fireemen  as  had  served 
years'  apprenticeship  to  one  and  the  same  trade  i 
city  or  the  suburbs  thereof,  and  did  not  receive  alms: 
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freemen  being  duly  sworn  and  enrolled,  &c.    The  persons  Exch.  of  PUas^ 
who  served  their  apprenticeship  within  the  streets  and    ^   ^      ^ 
houses,  which  are  before  stated  to  have  been  reputed  to       Mayor 
have  belonged  to  the  wards  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  9. 

the  Municipal  Reform  Act,  had  always  claimed  their  free- 
dom, and  had  been  admitted  as  persons  entitled  to  their 
freedom,  and  qualified  to  vote  under  the  above  statute ;  but 
no  instance  was  proved  of  any  such  claim  or  admission  in 
respect  of  apprenticeship  served  in  any  of  the  places  men- 
tioned in  the  feigned  issue,  although  a  great  number  of 
persons,  carrying  on  trades  and  taking  apprentices,  had 
always,  since  the  passing  of  the  above  act  of  the  21  Geo.  3, 
c.  54,  lived  in  those  places. — In  the  case  there  were  also 
statements  relative  to  charities  and  other  matters,  to  which 
it  is  not  necessary  here  further  to  advert. 

A  charter  boundary  was  shewn,  called  "  The  Prince  of 
Wales'  Boundary,"  as  occurring  in  a  charter  of  the  Black 
Prince  (49  Edw.  3),  which  it  was  admitted  did  not  embrace 
any  of  the  places  in  question.  Another  boundary  was  laid 
down  in  a  charter  of  22  Bich.  2,  and  the  limits  of  the 
city  walls  were  shewn ;  but  none  of  the  places  in  dispute 
came  within  these  confines. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  23rd  and  24th  of  June, 
1842,  by  the  Solicitor- General  [Kenyon  with  him),  for  the 
plaintifi^s,  and  JR.  V.  Richards  [Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Atherton 
with  him),  for  the  defendants.  The  arguments  on  both 
sides  turned  very  much  on  the  precise  wording  of  many  of 
the  numerous  documents  brought  by  the  special  case  be- 
fore the  Court.  The  substance  of  these  arguments,  being 
given  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  is  omitted  here,  for 
the  sake  of  brevity,  and  as  having  more  of  a  local  than 

public  application  and  interest. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

During  the  same  Vacation  Sittings,  (July  10,)  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 

VOL.  X,  F  P  F  M.  W« 


CAMm   Xm    TMM    XXCBB4CEK, 

f  AXEL,  fi. — 1b  ^aa  CMC  ve  faaTc  F»y"''nf?'^  tlie  Tariotu 
■^  Mnd  doc^aesla  Ud  biAve  as  tar  oat  ooniidentioii, 
mL  WK  mtm  {aopoae  to  state  Hie  jCMiIt  at  whicb  we  have 


T^ta^  MBK  jwiat  m  fKt  but  one  question,  tnd  that  U 
vitsiiB'  liie  £vF  f™-*— .  the  tro  parts  of  puisliea,  and 
nt  "MmiWj  windi  mn  tlie  subject  of  them,  fonn  a  part  of 
liK  tET  t£  Contaarr,  so  as  to  &I]  within  the  c^iecstiiiia  of 
ttt  6  k  7  ViD.  4.  c  lOS,  s.  1. 

Hk  iam  pona  is,  wint  is  the  true  oonstmction  to  be 
ps  n  lioa  act.  Br  the  fiarmer  act,  5  &  6  WilL  4>  c.  76^ 
eesm  '*-  Hbntaes'  and  large  tracts  oTIand  b^tmd  the  limiti 
tf  lae  unna  had  been  indnded  within  the  boondsiiea  of 
^  hmm^L  &r  ihe  pMjwsea  of  mnnicipal  taxation.  But 
13»  bariae  beeo  found  ineonvenient  and  nnjost,  that  part 
if  ihe  aei  was  it^Msled,  and  the  provision  in  qoestioa  v» 
xBBwaneea.  and  ii  was  martpd  that  no  part  of  any  coun^, 
ir  ti  "^  hfaataes  of  any  boroagh  town  or  city,  which  did 
ML  brfnr  the  tine  <tf  the  psssng  otihe  2  &  8  Will.  4,  b 
M.  fens  s  jmrt  of  the  bonogb  town  or  city  itself,  sboold 
':«  saxm  »  be  within  the  metes  and  bounds  of  such  bo- 
i-:mrt.  vown  cr  dtr,  or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  its  ju- 
tuei.  «'  in  &n  hsble  to  its  mnnicipal  taxation. 

Now.  wv  TV.int  ou  fnll  consideration,  that  the  true  viev 
ciT  ti»  an  is,  thai  those  parts  of  each  county  of  a  city  or 
Vevx;^,  which  were  in  &ct  the  town  or  city  itself,  aub- 
JM^ni  to  its  cwdinsiT  municipal  gorercment,  bearing  its 
oriizuzy  monidpsl  burthens,  and  entitled  to  its  ordinar,7 
icicit^ipsl  pririleges,  before  the  time  when  the  2  &  3  Will.  4 
wss  passed,  are  now  alone  to  be  deemed  liable  to  the 
municipal  burthens  imposed  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76. 
And  if  this  be  the  true  construction,  we  see  no  difficulty  in 
coming  to  s  conclusion  in  bvour  of  the  defendants. 

Secondly,  the  question  as  to  Coventry  is,  what  portion  of 
the  cooDty  of  the  city  of  Coventry  is  it  which  consists  of 
the  city  itself,  and  fulfils  the  conditiooa  to  which  we  before 
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referred  ?     That  portion  is  alone  for  the  future  to  be  sub-  Exch.  of  pieat, 
jeeted  to  its  municipal  burthens^  and  to  the  jurisdiction  of  '  ^ 

its  magistrates^  whose  jurisdiction  before  extended  over  the       Mayor 

•L   1  i^    /•  i.1        'X  <>'  Coventry 

whole  county  of  the  city.  v. 


Now,  although  the  district  which  will  fulfil  these  various 
conditions  is  not  very  clearly  defined,  inasmuch  as  it  may 
either  be  confined  to  the  extent  of  the  wards  of  the  city, 
(which  we  think  the  more  reasonable  limit),  or  may  extend 
as  far  as  the  limits  of  the  Prince's  charter,  or  may  include 
the  two  original  parishes  of  the  Holy  Trinity  and  St.  Mi- 
chael's, yet,  at  any  rate,  it  is  clear  from  the  facts  stated  in 
the  case,  that  it  does  not  include  any  part  of  the  five  pa- 
rishes in  question.  On  this  ground  alone,  therefore,  we 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  our 
judgment.  And  we  think  the  same  result  follows  from  the 
mere  consideration  of  the  charter  of  Hen.  6,  by  which  the 
county  of  the  city  was  originally  constituted.  That  charter 
stales  a  grant  by  the  King,  that  the  city  or  villa  of  Coven- 
try aforesaid,  tvith  Radford,  Kirtley,  Foleshill,  Eccleshall, 
Austey,  Callongden,  Wykin,  Kenby,  Lawood  End,  Stoke, 
Biggin,  Whitley,  Pinley,  Asthall,  Horwell,  Hamall,  and 
Whabberly,  hamlets  of  the  city  or  villa  aforesaid,  and  the 
parcel  of  Sowe,  and  the  parcel  of  Stivichall,  which  are  within 
the  liberty  of  the  city  or  villa  aforesaid,  and  the  precinct  of 
the  city,  villa,  hamlets,  and  parcels  aforesaid,  (which  now 
are  within  the  county  and  of  the  county  of  Warwick),  shall 
from  the  feast  of  St.  Michael's  next  ensuing  be  one  entire 
county  of  itself,  separated  from  the  county  of  Warwick, 
and  called  the  county  of  the  city  of  Coventry.  Now,  it  is 
impossible  not  to  see  that  a  plain  and  broad  line  of  dis- 
tinction is  made  between  the  city  or  villa  of  Coventry  itself 
and  the  districts  in  question.  Sowe  and  Stivichall  are  ex- 
pressly stated  to  be  within  the  liberty  of  the  city  or  villa; 
even  supposing  (which  we  do  not  agree  to)  that  Radford 
and  the  other  enumerated  places  are  not  included  within 
the  same  words.    But  even  if  they  are  not,  they  are  clearly 

p  F  p  2 
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;ity  or  villa,  and  t 
words,  "  precinct  of  the  cit^,  villa,  hamlets,  and  paro 
aforesaid,"  as  well  aa  the  prior  words,  the  city  or  villa 
Coventry,  mth  Radford,  &c.,  plainly  point  to  a  distinctii 
between  the  city  and  those  hamlets.  Now  aa  we  are 
opinion  that  the  true  construction  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
103,  B,  1,  confines  the  rights  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs 
the  district  of  the  city  or  villa  of  Coventry  proper,  tl 
charter,  which  distinguishes  between  those  parishes  aj 
that  district,  makes,  as  we  think,  an  end  of  the  plaintiJ 
case. 

But  thirdly,  we  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  &cta  stated  I 
our  consideration,  that  the  original  villa  of  Covent 
never  did  include  any  of  the  parishes  in  question. 

The  original  incorporation  of  Coventry  nnder  the  chi 
ter  of  18  £dw.  3,  was  of  the  "  men  of  Coventty,  tenants 
the  manor  of  Cheylesmore;"  and  it  was  contended  by  t 
Solicitor-General,  that  the  men  of  the  villa  of  Coventi 
tenant  of  the  manor  of  Cheylesmore,  were  in  truth  all  t 
tenants  of  the  manor,  and  that  the  manor  and  villa  w( 
coextensive.  But  we  see  no  ground  for  arriving  at  sad 
conclusion.  If  the  villa  of  Coventry  be  situate  within  t 
manor,  and  either  some  or  all  the  men  of  that  villa  we 
tenants  of  the  manor,  the  words  of  the  charter  will  ha 
a  more  natural  and  full  effect.  It  is  clear  that  the  villa 
Coventry  is  situate  within  the  liberty  and  view  of  fian 
pledge  of  that  manor — for  it  ia  so  described  in  the  gra 
of  19  Edw.  3  to  Queen  Isabella,  And  again  in  the  extn 
from  the  Assize  Roll,  26  Edw.  S,  where  the  mayor  ai 
bailiffs  of  Coventry  claim  cognizance,  Coventry  is  thna  i 
scribed :  "  Coventry,  which  is  situated,  as  it  is  said,  with 
the  manor  of  Cheylesmore."  And  again,  when  the  sai 
parties  claim  cognizance,  19  Rich.  2,  21  Rich.  2,  and 
Hen.  5,  they  describe  the  parties  not  aa  residents  witl 
the  villa,  but  as  tenants  and  residents  within  the  fee  of  t 
manor  of  Chilesmore,  and  the  view  of  frankpledge  of  t 
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same  manor.    These  are  surely  more  in  conformity  with  the  Exch.  of  puom, 
supposition  above  made,  that  the  villa  of  Coventry  was  with-  ^ 

in,  rather  than  that  it  was  co-extensive  with,  the  manor  of       Mayor 

OF  CoVKNTRY 

Cheylesmore.  But  the  main  ground  on  which  the  Solicitor- 
General  argued  that  the  two  districts  were  co-extensive, 
arose  out  of  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coroner 
at  a  very  early  period.  By  the  charter  20  Edw.  8,  it  appears 
that  the  Sang  granted  to  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  men  of 
the  villa  of  Coventry,  tenants  of  the  said  manor,  the  office 
of  coroner  in  the  same  villa;  and  certainly  at  a  very  early 
period  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  have  exercised  that  jurisdic- 
tion throughout  the  whole  district  in  question ;  and  if  this 
were  all,  it  would  not  be  an  unfair  deduction  to  make  that 
this  shewed  that  the  villa  of  Coventry  had  the  extent  for 
which  the  Solicitor- General  contends.  But  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  in  answer  to  this  part  of  the 
case  of  the  plaintiffs,  have  laid  before  the  Court,  in  addition 
to  these  facts,  a  variety  of  documents  connected  with  the 
manor  of  Cheylesmore,  which  throw  great  doubt  upon  the 
above  conclusion.  It  appears  that  Queen  Isabella  for  her 
life,  and  the  Black  Prince  in  fee  after  her  death,  were 
entitled  to  the  manor  of  Cheylesmore,  and  that  King  Ed- 
ward lU.  made  a  grant  in  the  19  Edw.  8  to  the  Queen  for 
life  and  to  the  Black  Prince  in  fee,  which  is  couched  in  terms 
sufficient  to  carry  the  right  to  exercise  the  office  of  coroner, 
by  their  stewards,  or  by  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  of  Coventry, 
or  others  deputed  to  them  for  that  purpose,  throughout 
the  liberty  and  view  of  frankpledge  of  that  manor  (a). 
The  Queen  afterwards,  (19  Edw.  8),  by  license  from  the 
Crown,  granted  this  privilege  to  the  mayor  and  bailiffs  of 
Coventry  for  her  life ;  and  the  Black  Prince,  (20  Edw.  8), 
confirmed  the  grant  of  the  Queen,  and  made  the  same  grant 

(a)  The  words  referred  to  in  this  23  Edw.  3  to  the  Earl  of  Lancas- 

part  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  ter,  referred  to  in  JewUon  v.  Dyton, 

were  words  of  exclusionf  similar  to  ante.  Vol.  9,  p.  540. 
those  occurring  in  the  charter  of 
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.  for  himself  in  respect  of  his  rerersioii  in  fee,  saving,  ho 
ever,  to  himself  all  liberties  and  other  things  aforesi 
vfUkoat  the  villa  ajhretmd. 

Nov,  it  must  be  admitted  that  it  does  not  appear  fri 
these  docnments  hj  what  right  the  majror  and  baififfs 
CoventiT',  after  the  death  of  Queen  Isabella,  exercised  t 
office  of  coroner  oat  of  the  villa  of  Coventry.  Bat  anffidf 
is  shewn  to  raise  a  not  improbable  inference,  that,  havi 
the  right  by  royal  grants  within  the  villa,  and  having  t 
ercised  it  nnder  Queen  Isabella's  grant  dnring  her  life 
the  extent  of  the  manor  of  Cheylesmore,  and  having  a  gn 
confirming  some  of  these  rights  from  the  Black  Prince,  w 
survived  her,  they  might  continue  the  exercise  of  t 
office  of  coroner,  either  by  mistake  or  osurpatioD,  throof 
out  the  larger  district.  And  we  cannot,  from  aach 
doubtful  exercise  of  this  franchise  throughout  the  lar] 
district,  come  to  the  conclusion,  which  seems  to  us 
consistent  with  the  other  main  facts  of  the  case,  tl 
the  villa  of  Coventry  was  co-extensive  with  the  nuu 
of  Cheylesmore.  The  very  charter  of  confirmation  by  I 
Black  Prince,  which  saves  to  himself  the  liberties  "  toi/A 
the  villa,"  seems  to  us  to  shew  that  there  were  parts  of  1 
manor  not  included  "  mthin  the  villa."  The  charter  of  1 
same  prince  in  9  £dw.  8,  describes  the  limits  within  wh 
his  ministers  are  not  to  enter  and  exercise  jurisdiction,  s 
affords  a  strong  inference  what  the  boundaries  of  the  vi 
then  were,  and  these  exclude  the  disputed  district, 
again,  the  charter  of  22  Rich.  2,  which  in  several  pla 
speaks  of  the  villa,  and  the  suburbs  of  the  same,  cam 
have  a  full  meaning  ^ven  to  the  word  "  suburbs,"  if  1 
villa  itself  include,  as  the  pliuutiffs  contend  it  does, 
the  districts  in  question. 

"We  have  before  adverted  to  the  charter  of  the 
Hen.  6,  but  it  may  be  mentioned  again  as  bearing  i 
terially  on  this  question  of  feet, 

We  abstain  from  going  further  into  a  larger  detul  of 
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Other  facts  laid  before  us,  and  commented  npon  with  great  Bxch,  of  pum, 

1842 
ability  by  both  the  learned  counsel  who  argued  this  case ;  ^ 

but  after  fully  considering  them,  and  weighing  their  effect,        MAYom 

we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  of  fact,  that  the  villa  of  o. 

LyTH  ALL 

Coventry  never  did  include  within  its  ambit  any  of  the 
parishes  or  places  which  are  the  subject  of  these  issues. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  all  the  issues 
must  be  found  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer.) 

^  Etch,  Chamber t 

1842. 

Cooper  v.  Lanodon.  ^      v     -^ 

J  Dec.  1. 

UDGMENT  having  been  entered  up  in  the  Court  of  Auumpsiton 

Exchequer  for  the  defendant,  upon  the  general  verdict  tobSidThoi»t 
awarded  for  him  by  the  arbitrator  in  this  case  (a),  a  writ  of  *cco'ding  to 

,       .  t  '      r^  1  .  »  certain  draw- 

error  was  brought  into  this  Court,  which  was  now  ar-  ings,  plans,  and 

J  1  specifications, 

g«ed  by  ^^^  ,o  the  sa- 

tisfactionofthe 
plaintiff,  &c. 

Peacock^  for  the  plaintiff. — The  judgment  is  erroneous,  The  defendant 

the  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  several  issues  being  non'aisumpsit; 

repugnant  and  irreconcUable.      The  verdict  on  the  first  fhe^work?to'*"'* 

issue  declares  that  the  defendant  made  no  contract :  while  ^***  satisfacrion 

.  /,•  ,  of  the  plaintiff; 

that  on  the  third  issue  affirms  that  there  was  a  contract,   3rd,  that  before 

the  breach  the 
contract  was 
rescinded ;  4th,  leave  and  license  ;  and  also  other  pleas  alleging  deviations  from  the  contract  by 
agreement  with  and  command  of  the  plaintiff.  Issues  having  been  joined  and  taken  on  those 
pleas,  the  cause  was  at  the  assizes  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  who  awarded  a  general  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendant  The  verdict,  and  judgment  thereon,  having  been  entered  accord- 
ingly : — Ueldf  that  the  record  was  not  repugnant,  so  as  to  afford  ground  of  error. 

(a)   See  9  M.  &  W.  60;  where  the  pleadings  and  facta  are  fully 
set  out. 


IN    THE    IXCHiqUXa   CHAMBER, 

as  rescinded  by  mutual  agreement  of  the  partii 
To  support  the  latter  issue,  the  defendant  had  first  to  pro 
CooFBft  that  some  contract  between  the  parties  was  rescinded ;  ai 
LAHaDoir.  secondly,  to  identify  it  as  the  contract  declared  upo 
There  are  many  cases  to  shew  that  an  inconsistent  verdi 
is  void :  see  Coasey  t.  Diggorw  (a),  Marler  v.  Ayliffe  (£). 
the  defendant  fay  his  evidence  shews  the  existence  of  tl 
contract,  which  the  p1ainti£F  had  fdled  to  establish,  tl 
first  issue  is  proved  for  the  plaintiff;  there  are  two  issai 
therefore,  found  for  the  defendant  which  could  not  c 
exist.  Here,  too,  the  defendant  says  in  t«nDS  that  tl 
contract  was  rescinded  after  the  makmff  of  it.  [Tlnt/i 
C.  J. — Suppose  the  contract  were  not  provable  for  wa 
of  a  stamp ;  yet  it  is  a  contract ;  the  stamp  acta  only  pr 
vent  it  from  being  received  in  evidence;  and  then  up< 
the  other  plea  evidence  is  given  to  shew  that  the  contra 
was  mutually  receded  from; — I  see  no  necessary  iuco 
sistency.]  But  that  same  evidence  proves  that  the  contra 
once  existed.  [Maute,  J. — Suppose  the  defendant  put 
a  letter  from  the  plaintiff,  saying,  "  I  bave  received  yonrs 
yesterday,  inclosing  a  £5  note,  and  in  consideration  thei 
of  I  agree  to  rescind  tUl  contracts  heretofore  made  betwec 
OS."]  Upon  that  evidence  the  jorymust  find  the  exiaten 
of  the  particular  contract.  [Lord  Deataan,  C  J. — No- 
there  would  be  no  necessity  to  inquire  as  to  any  particul 
contract.]  The  defendant  could  not  properly  identify  t 
contract,  without  putting  it  in  evidence  and  so  proving  i 
AtHtu  V.  Owen  (c). 

Crowder,  conti^  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  DsNHAN,  C,  J. — Strictly  speaking,  there  is 
inconsistency  on  this  record.  But  I  do  not  see  how  so: 
apparent  inconsistency  is  to  be  avoided  in  the  mere  ata 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  546.       £6)  Cro.  Jac.  134.       (e)  2  Ad.  &  E.  3! 
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ment  of  these  particular  issues.    The  defendant  has  a  £*<?*•  Chamber, 

1842 
right  to  say  to  the  plaintiff.  Whatever  you  allege  as  a  - 

contract  does  not  bind  me :  but  even  if  it  does,  whatever       Cooper 

contract  existed,  we  have  mutually  abandoned  it.     Since      Langoon. 

the  statute  of  Anne,  which  allows  inconsistent  pleas  to  be 

pleaded,  this  must  occur   in    many  cases.     Suppose  a 

special  verdict,  in  which  a  particular  instrument  was  set 

forth,  and  it  were  for  the  Court  to  say  whether  it  amounted 

to  an  agreement  or  not,  and  they  thought  it  did  not; 

how  would  that  be  inconsistent  with  their  also  saying  that 

the  parties  had  mutually  entered  into  an  agreement  to 

rescind  it? 

Judgment  aflbmed. 


INDEX 


PRINCIPAL      MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT  STATED. 
Ecidenee  of. 

1.  A  company  having  contracted  ■ 
debt  with  the  pl^ntiff,  and  the  deht 
not  being  paid,  be  laid  an  attachment 
on  money  of  theirs  in  the  hands  of 
bankers.  While  the  attachment  was 
in  force,  the  defendant,  representing 
hunself  to  be  a  director  of  the  com- 
pany, called  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
for  the  purpose  of  making  an  arrange- 
ment about  the  debt,  when  it  was 
agreed  that  the  following  letter  should 
Iw  written  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  was  accordingly  done : 
"  As  director  of  the  B.  W.  Company, 
I  hare  to  request  you  will  accept  the 
■um  of  £50  on  account  of  your  claim 
of  116/.  19*.  7rf.  against  the  company  j 
and  in  consideration  of  your  withdraw- 
ing the  attachment  against  the  funds 
of  the  company,  I  agree,  on  the  part 
of  myself  and  on  behalf  of  the  other 
directors,  to  pay  you  the  balance  of 
66t  19».  7rf.  &c.  on  the  27th  of  Au- 
gust neit:" — Beld,  that  this  letter, 
coupled  with  the  above  facts,  was  evi- 
dence of  on  account  stated ;  and  that 
it  was  no  answer  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  a  member  of  the  com- 
pany when  the  original  debt  was  con- 
tr8Ct«d.     Barker  \.  Birt,  61 

2.  Asmmpsit  by  the  executors  of 
the  payee  of  ■  promissory  note,  against 


the  defendant  as  maker.  The  plun- 
tiff  produced  the  note  with  the  follow- 
ing indorsement  upon  it,  signed  by  the 
defendant  and  one  of  the  plainti^ : — • 
"  Hull,  1838.  Memorandum,  that  the 
sum  of  U.  7«.  fid^  one  quarter's  in- 
terest, was  pud  on  the  within  note. 
William  Purdon,  Thos.  Purdons"— 
Held,  that  this  waa  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  an  account  ststed  with  tiie 
executors,  without  any  proof  of  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death.  PurAm 
T.  Purdon,  562 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 
See  Negligence. 

For  what  Injurie*  uutuitainabU. 

A.  contracted  with  the  Postmaster- 
General  to  provide  a  mail-coach  to  con- 
vey die  mail-bags  along  a  certain  line 
of  road ;  and  B.  and  others  also  con- 
tracted to  horse  the  coach  along  the 
same  line.  B.  and  his  co-contracton 
hired  C.  to  drive  the  coach : — Held, 
that  C.  could  not  mmntajn  >n  action 
against  A.  for  an  injury  tustained  by 
him  while  driving  the  coach,  by  ito 
breaking  down  from  latent  defects  in 
its  construction.  WinterbotttM  t. 
Wright,  109 

ADVOWSON. 
See  Recovery. 
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AFFIDAVIT. 

(1).  Jurat. 
A  rule  obuined  upon  an  affidavit, 
which,  in  the  jurat,  was  stated  to  be 
■worn  before  "  J.  I-,  a  Master  extra- 
ordinary ia  the  High  Court  of  Chan- 
cery," waa  for  this  defect  discharged 
with  eotU.     Frott  v.  Bayward,  673 

(2).  Jurat — Ertuure. 
The  jurat  of  an  affidavit  is  not  vi- 
tiated by  the  erasure  of  words  which 
form  no  necessary  part  of  the  jurat, 
and  might  be  separated  from  it  with- 
out altering  the  sense.  Dawfoa  T. 
WaU,  662 

ANNUITY. 

Memorial, 
Covenant  on  an  annuity  deed  al- 
leged to  have  been  made  between  the 
defendant  of  the  one  part  and  the 
plaintiff  of  the  other  part.  Plea,  that 
the  annuity  was  granted  for  a  pecu- 
niary consideration  paid  by  the  phun- 
tiff  to  A.  K.,  and  that  no  memorial 
thereof  was  inrolled  in  Chancery  pur- 
suant to  the  statute.  Replication, 
setting  forth  a  memorial  inrolled  in 
the  manner  directed  by  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, but  stating  the  parties  to  the 
deed  as  being  the  defendant  and  his 
wife,  A.  K.,  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
plaintiff  of  the  other  part : — Held,  on 
special  dsmurrer,  that  the  memorial 
waa  sufficient,  and  the  repUcation 
good.    Pi^neau  V.  King,  216 

ARBITRATION. 
Auard. 
tfneertainty — Exeeu  of  Attfhority. 
An  action  of  trespass  for  an  injury 
to  the  plaintiff's  houses  and  lands  was 
referred  to  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to 
settle  at  what  price  and  on  what  t«rms 
the    defendant   should  purchase  the 


ATTORNEY. 

plaintiff's  «  proper^."  The  order 
reference  gave  no  power  to  the  arli 
trator  to  determine  what  the  propen 
in  question  wa^  nor  wu  there  ai 
dispute  on  the  subject.  The  wb 
trator  fixed  a  certain  sum  as  the  pri) 
at  which  the  defendant  abould  pu 
chase  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  o: 
dered  that  the  defendant  nugbt  ui 
the  pluntiff's  name  to  enforce  certai 
rights  and  remedies : — Held,  that  tl 
award  was  not  bad,  on  the  ground  of  i 
not  specifying  what  the  property  wa 
and  that  die  arbitrator  did  not  escc< 
his  authority  in  awarding  that  the  d 
fendant  should  be  entitled  to  oae  tl 
plaintiff's  name.  BouMlv.HattoH,6i 

ATTORNEY. 

(!)■  Riffht  of,  to  prevent  Compromi 

o/Suit. 

The  attorney  of  a  defendant  has  n 

such  interest  in  the  suit  as  to  prevet 

the  parties  fi^m  compromising  it  witt 

out  his  consent.     Quested  v.  CaUi 

1 

(3).  Summary  JurUdietuM  over. 

Where  an  attorney  haa  been  guilt 
of  misconduct  in  the  course  of  a  cause 
the  Court  will  grant  a  rule  calling  o) 
him  to  shew  cause  whv  hia  nami 
should  not  be  struck  off  the  roll,  evei 
although  the  matter  complained  o 
may  amount  to  an  indictable  offeice 
but  the  Court  will  not,  under  sucl 
circumstances,  call  upon  him  to  an 
swer  the  matters  of  an  affidavit.  Thi 
affidavits  to  ground  an  application  ti 
strike  an  attorney  off  the  roll,  for  mis 
conduct  in  a  causet  may  be  inUtled  it 
the  cause,  though  judgment  has  beei 
obtained  in  it.   Steph^  v.  Hili,     St 

(3).  Signature  of  BilL 

A  bill,  for  work  done  by  two  at 

tomies  in  partnership,  was  delivered 

signed  by  one  of  them,  in  the  follow 

ing  terms :  "  This  is  our  bill.     Fo 
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self  and  Robert  Owen,  J.  H.  Dixon :" 
^—Heldy  that  this  was  a  sufficient  sig- 
nature within  the  stat.  2  Geo.  2,  c. 
23,  s.  23.     Owen  v.  Sealesy  657 

(4).  Taxation  of  Bill 

The  Court  has  no  power  to  refer  to 
taxation  an  attorney's  bill  containing 
taxable  items,  in  an  action  brought 
upon  it  by  his  executor.  Williams  v. 
Grijfithy  125 

(5).  Taxation  of  Bill— Coats  of  Taxa- 

tion. 

Where  an  attorney  has  agreed  to, 
or  acted  upon,  an  order  for  the  taxa- 
tion of  his  unsigned  bill,  the  Court 
has  authority  to  order  him  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  taxation,  if  more  than 
one-sixth  be  taxed  off.  Peters  y. 
Sheehany  213 

BANKRUPTCY. 

(1).  Authority  and  Liability  o/ Bank- 
rupt Commissioners* 

Trespass. — The  defendants,  who 
were  commissioners  of  bankrupts  at 
Leeds,  issued  their  sununons  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  which  they  commanded 
him  to  appear  at  a  meeting  before 
them  at  eleven  o'clock  on  a  certain 
day,  and  bring  with  him  a  certain 
deed  of  assignment.  He  appeared  ac- 
cordingly at  eleven  o'clock,  and  after- 
wards at  one.  Upon  his  attending  on 
the  second  occasion,  he  saw  one  of  the 
commissioners,  who,  on  learning  that 
he  had  not  brought  the  assignment, 
said,  **  You  must  have  known  it  was 
of  no  use  to  come  without  the  assign- 
ment, but  we  will  hear  what  you  have 
to  say  by  and  bye."  The  plaintiff 
then  went  away,  and  two  days  after- 
wards was  taken  into  custody  by  war- 
rant of  the  commissioners;  which, 
after  reciting  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  the  issuing  and  service  of 
the  summons,  **  and  that  the  plaintiff 


did  not  come  before  them  in  pur- 
suance of  the  summons  in  order  to  be 
examined  touching  the  matter  afore- 
said, or  produce  the  said  assignment, 
he  having  no  lawful  impediment," 
&c.,  directed  the  constable  to  appre- 
hend the  plaintiff  and  bring  him  before 
the  commissioners  to  be  examined  as 
aforesaid,  <<and  to  produce  the  said 
assignment:" — Held,  first,  that  the 
issuing  of  the  warrant  was  regular, 
the  plaintiff  being  bound,  not  only  to 
attend  at  the  appointed  hour,  but  to 
wait  until  he  could  be  examined: 
secondly,  that  the  warrant  was  not 
vitiated  by  the  introduction  of  the 
words  **to  produce  the  said  assign- 
ment," inasmuch  as  a  party  is  com- 
pellable to  do  so,  if  commanded,  under 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  34.  TTris^ht  v. 
Maudey  527 

(2).  Trading. 

A  person  who  keeps  a  boarding 
and  lodging  house,  where  guests  are 
entertained  by  the  month  or  week, 
each  having  a  bed-room  to  himself, 
but  taking  his  meals  with  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  house,  is  a  trader  within 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  2,  which  pro- 
vides that  all  *'  victuallers,  keepers  of 
inns,  taverns,  hotels,  or  coffee-houses," 
shall  be  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws. 
Gibson  V.  King^  667 

(3).  Act  of  Bankruptcy — Waiver  by 
Assignees  of  Tort. 

Where  a  debtor,  upon  applications 
made  to  him  by  creditors  for  payment 
of  their  debts,  made  appointments 
with  them  to  meet  him  at  specified 
times  and  places  with  reference  to  a 
settlement  of  their  demands,  but 
failed  to  keep  such  appointments: — 
Held^  that  the  failures  to  keep  the 
appointments  constituted  acts  of  bank- 
ruptcy, although  the  places  at  which 
the   appointments   were   made   were 
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not  his  uaaal  placea  of  buainesB.  It 
appeared  at  the  trial,  that  after  the 
Mokruptcy,  85  buadlee  of  yarn,  of 
the  value  of  114^,  had  been  de- 
livered by  the  bankrupt  to  the  de- 
fendants, as  they  allied,  to  meet  an 
accommoda^on  bill  which  they  vere 
about  to  give  the  bankrupt.  The 
gtKKli  were  accompanied  by  an  in- 
voice, which  stated  them  to  be  bought 
by  the  defendants  of  the  bankrupt : — 
Held,  under  these  circumstances,  that 
the  asngnties  might  waive  the  tort, 
and  bring  assumpsit  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered.     Rustell  v.  Bell,    34U 

(4).  Payment  by  Bankrupt,  when 

protected. 
A.  and  B,,  brothers,  heing  partners 
in  trade,  and  B.  being  largely  indebted 
to  the  partnership,  B.  borrowed  £500 
from  a  loan  company,  which  was  se- 
cured by  a  bond  of  C.  (the  uncle  of 
A.  and  fi.)  and  two  other  persons,  and 
by  a  policy  of  assurance  on  B.'s  life. 
Of  this  sum  B.  paid  £400  into  the 
partnership  funds,  B.  afterwards  exe- 
cuted a  warrant  of  attorney  in  favour 
of  C,  to  indemnify  him  against  the 
consequences  of  the  bond.  B.  having 
made  default  in  payment  of  the  pre- 
miums on  the  policy  of  assurance,  the 
loan  company  colled  on  C.  for  pay- 
ment under  this  bond ;  whereupon  C. 
entered  up  judgment  on  the  warrant 
of  attorney  against  B.,  and  issued  a  fi. 
fa.  thereon,  which  was  levied  on  the 

5artnership  efTects  on  the  5th  August 
840.  At  that  time  A.  and  B.  were 
in  a  state  of  hopeless  insolvency.  On 
the  7th  August,  another  fi.  fa.,  at  the 
suit  of  another  creditor,  was  i>?sued 
against  B.,  and  levied  on  the  partner- 
ship effects.  On  the  8th  August,  A., 
in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  in- 
dorsed and  delivered  to  C,  on  account 
of  his  claim  against  B.,  bills  of  ex- 
change drat^  by  A.  and  B.  for  £SI, 
nhidi  were  paid  at  maturity ;  and  on 
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the  10th,  A.  pud  to  C.  on  the  sa 
account,  oat  of  the  monies  of  the  fii 
a  further  sum  of  £80  in  cash, 
the  1 1th,  a  docket  was  struck  agai 
A.  and  B.,  and  on  the  12th  a  i 
issued  against  them,  grounded  on 
act  of  bankruptcy  comaiitted  on  : 
5th  of  August,  and  on  the  13th  tl 
were  duly  adjudged  bankrupts ; 
Held,  that  the  assignees  were  < 
titled  to  recover  from  C.  the  ainoi 
of  the  payments  so  made  to  him 
the  8th  and  10th  of  August,  and  tl 
they  were  not  protected  by  the  si 
2  &  3  Vict  c.  29,  not  being  ]Miyme 
really  and  bonfi  fide  made  within  i 
meaning  of  that  statute,  even  thos 
C.  were  assumed  to  have  recei< 
them  without  notice  of  the  bai 
ruptcy.  SemBle,  (per  Alderton,  I 
that  a  jDCTe  payment  by  a  banknipl 
a  creditor,  after  the  act  of  bankrupt 
is  not  a  contract,  dealing,  or  tra 
action  within  the  meaning  of  the  S 

5  VicL  c.  29,  but  that  the  case 
such  a  payment  is  still  governed 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  a.  81.  Qiut 
whether  these  were  pa3rmeats  mi 
by  way  of  fraudulent  pieference  wit! 
that  section.  Turqiiand  v.  Fand: 
plant,  I 

(5).  Operation  of  6  Geo.  4,   c.  I 
#.  108,  flnrf2^3  Fiet.  c.  29. 

1.  A  creditor  on  a  judgment  found 
upon  a  warrant  of  attomev,  iseu 
execution  thereon,  and  seiied  and  si 
the  goods  of  the  debtor  under  a  fi 
facias,  without  notice  of  any  act 
bankruptcy  committed  by  the  debt 
On  the  day  after  the  sale,  a  fiat 
bankruptcy  issued  against  the  debti 
— Held,  that  the  assignees  were  i 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  credi 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  inasmuch 
at  the  time  of  the  fiat,  he  was  no 
creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  within  i 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  108.     Notice 
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a  sherifiTs  officer  in  possession  under 
a  fi.  fa.,  of  an  act*  of  bankruptcy 
committed  by  the  defendant,  is  not 
notice  to  the  execution  creditor, 
within  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  Semble, 
a  general  notice  to  the  creditor,  that 
the  defendant  has  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  is  sufficient,  without 
stating  the  nature  of  it.  Ranuey  v. 
Eaton,  22 

2.  In  trover  by  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt against  the  sheriff,  the  latter 
justified  under  a  judgment  recovered 
in  this  Court,  a  fieri  facias  issued 
thereon,  and  a  seizure  before  the  fiat. 
The  plea  also  stated  a  sale  of  the 
goods,  but  without  averring  that  it 
was  before  the  fiat,  and  alleged  that 
at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  S.,  the 
execution  creditor,  had  no  notice  of 
any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  The 
replication  stated,  that,  before  the 
judgment  was  recovered,  the  bank- 
rupt made  his  warrant  of  attorney, 
authorizing  certain  attomies  to  appear 
for  him  and  receive  a  declaration  in 
debt  at  the  suit  of  S.,  and  thereupon 
to  confess  such  action,  or  else  to  suffer 
judgment  by  nil  dicit,  or  otherwise,  to 
pass  against  him  in  such  action,  to  be 
forthwith  entered  up  against  him  of 
record;  it  then  averred  that  the  judg- 
ment in  the  plea  mentioned  was  had 
and  obtained  on  the  said  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  that  it  was  given  by  way 
of  fraudulent  preference.  The  re- 
joinder only  denied  that  the  warrant 
of  attorney  was  given  by  way  of  frau- 
dulent preference;  and  the  jury  found 
this  issue  for  the  defendants : — Held, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  it 
being  admitted  on  the  record  that  the 
judgment  was  obtained  on  the  war- 
rant of  attorney,  which  would  only 
authorize  a  judgment  by  confession, 
nil  dicit,  or  other  default,  and  there- 
fore that  the  case  was  within  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  108,  and  the  execu- 


tion was  not  protected  by  the  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  29.     Rawdon  v.  Wenttowrthy 

36 

(6).  DepaaitioMy    when  Evidence-r^ 
Evidence  of  cancellation  of  Bond, 

Where  a  bill  of  exchange  for  1600/. 
was  deposited  with  the  defendant  by  a 
bankrupt,  as  an  indemnitv  to  a  third 
person  against  a  bond  wnich  he  had 
executed  to  the  petitioning  creditor, 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  s.  8, 
and  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver 
up  the  bill  on  the  demand  of  the  as- 
signees of  the  bankrupt,  although 
they  shewed  him  the  bond  in  a  can- 
celled state;  and  he  afterwards  ob- 
tained 800/.  on  the  bill: — Heldy  in 
trover  by  the  assignees  for  the  bill, 
that  the  obtaining  money  on  the  bill 
was  an  actual  conversion  of  the  bill, 
for  which  the  bankrupt,  if  no  bank- 
ruptcy had  intervened,  might  have 
sued,  and  therefore  that  the  case  was 
within  the  92nd  section  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  116,  and  the 
depositions  under  the  fiat  were  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  bankruptcy. 
Held  (by  Lord  AbingeVy  C.  B.), 
that  the  case  would  have  been  within 
that  section,  even  if  there  had  been 
no  evidence  of  a  conversion  except  the 
demand  and  refusal.  Heldy  also,  that 
the  production  of  the  bond  by  the  as- 
signees to  the  defendant  in  a  cancel- 
led state  was  prima  facie  evidence  that 
it  was  cancelled  with  the  consent  of 
the  obligee.  Held  also,  that  inas- 
much as  there  was  a  conversion  of 
the  whole  bill,  1600/.  was  the  pro- 
per measure  of  damages,  although 
800/.  only  remained  due  on  the  bill. 
AUager  v.  CloaCy  576 

(7).  Certificate  no  release  of  Rent  due 
from  Bankrupt, 

A  landlord  distrained  the  goods  of 
A.  on  his  tenant*s  premises  for  rent : 
th^  tenant  afterwards  became  bank- 
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BEER  ACTS. 


rupt,  and  obtained  hU  certificate  :— 
Held,  OD  error  in  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, (afGnniiifr  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer),  that  the  certi- 
ficate did  not  operate  as  a  release  of 
the  rent,  and  that  the  landlord  had  a 
right,  in  replevin  at  the  suit  of  A.,  to 
avow  for  a  return  of  the  goods.  New- 
tan  T.  Seott,  471 

BEER  ACTS. 

Liability  of  Retailer  of  Beer  to 
Penaltiei. 

Held,  on  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  (tf  Exchequer,  that  the 
keeper  of  a  beer  shop,  Ucenged  under 
1  mil.  4,  c.  64,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
e.  84,  is  ittll  liable  to  the  penaltiea 
unposed  by  53  Geo.  9,  c.  58,  s.  2,  for 
having  in  bis  possession  any  of  the 
prohibited  artirlea  therein  specified, 
or  any  article  or  preparation  to  be 
used  as  a  substitute  for  malt  or  bops. 
And  that  in  order  to  render  such  a 
person  liable  to  those  penalties  for 
having  in  his  possession  any  of  the 
articl^  mumerated  in  the  56  Geo.  3, 
c.  58,  s.  S,  it  is  unnecessary  to  aver 
or  prove,  either  that  the  party  had 
them  in  his  poHsession  to  be  used  as  a 
aubititnte  for  malt  or  hops,  or  that  he 
had  them  in  his  possession  with  any 
rriminal  intention.  But  that  where 
the  information  is  for  having  in  bis 
possession  any  article  not  designated 
by  name  in  that  section,  it  is  necessary 
to  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  be 
used  as  a  substitute  for  malt  and  hops 
in  the  making  of  beer.  An  inform- 
ation on  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  s.  2, 
charged  that  the  defendant,  being 
a  retailer  of  beer,  received  and  took 
into  and  had  in  his  custody  and  pos- 
session a  large  quantity  of  liquorice, 
&c.  &c:—Held,  that  it  was  not 
double.     Loehooody.  Attorney- Gene- 
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BOROUGHS'  BOUNDABT  At 

BENEFICE. 
See  Seqdestration. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Indortement  qf  overdue  Note — 
Mft>:t  of. 

The  indorsee  of  an  overdue  bill 
note  takes  it  subject  to  all  the  equit 
arising  out  of  the  bill  or  note  tiai 
action  itself,  but  not  subject  to  a 
coIUleral  claim  existing  between  I 
earlier  parties  to  it.  Therefore,  to 
action  fay  the  indorsee  of  an  overd 
note  against  the  payee,  a  distinct  di 
due  to  the  payee  from  a  former  : 
doraee  cannot  be  set  offl  Whiteke 
T.  Walker,  6 

BOND. 
See  Bamkrdptct,  (6). 

BOROUGHS'  BOUNDARY  AC 
By  charter  of  the  18  Edw.  3,  t 

men  of  the  "  villa"  of  Coventry, ' 
nants  of  the  Queen  Mother  of  t 
manor  of  Chilesmore,  in  Coventi 
were  incorporated.  The  corporate 
consiated  of  the  mayor,  bailiflis,  ai 
men  or  commonalty  of  the  villa 
Coventry.  By  that  and  subseqne 
charters  (some  of  the  King,  some 
Isabel,  the  Queen  of  Edward  III.,  ai 
others  of  the  Black  Prince),  variot 
franchises  within  the  villa  of  Corel 
try,  and  throughout  the  view  of  frani 
pledge  of  the  manor  of  Chilennor 
and  elsewhere,  were  granted  to  tl 
mayor  and  baiUffs  of  Coventry.  B 
another  charter  of  the  30  Hen.  6,  tt 
villa  of  Coventry,  with  Rad/ori 
Keretley,  and  other  specified  place 
were  made  into  a  distinct  cmint 
called  the  "  county  of  the  city  i 
Coventry."  By  another  charter  i 
the  19  Jac.  1,  regulating  the  goven 
ment  of  the  corporation,  the  aldermc 
of  Coventry  were  made  justices  of  tl 
peace  of  the  county  of  the  city.  Thei 


CHARTER-PARTY. 


CHURCH, 
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were  ten  aldermen  of  Coventry,  being 
one  alderman  for  each  of  ten  wards : 
and  the  limits  of  the  wards  did  not 
appear  far  to  exceed  the  continuous 
lines  of  streets  and  houses,  popularly 
known  as  the  city  of  Coventry: 
— Heidi  that  under  the  Municipal 
Corporations'  Boundary  Act  (6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  103,  s.  1),  places  being 
within  the  county  of  the  city  of  Co- 
ventry, and  through  which  the  mayor 
and  bailiffs  of  Coventry  had  a  coroner, 
and  other  franchises,  under  the  above 
charters,  but  being  beyond  the  lines 
of  such  streets  and  houses,  and  not 
within  any  of  the  wards  of  Coventry, 
were  not  part  of  the  city  of  Coven- 
try. The  Mayor,  ^c.  of  the  City  of 
Coventry  v.  Lythali,  773 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

(I).  Computation  of  Lay  Days, 

By  a  charter-party  made  in  London, 
upon  a  vessel  for  a  voyage  from  Lon« 
don  to  Honduras  and  back  to  some 
port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  25  run- 
ning days  for  every  100  tons  of  ma- 
hogany were  to  be  allowed  for  loading 
the  ship  at  Honduras,  and  15  days  for 
discharging  at  the  destined  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom : — Held,  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  custom,  Sundays  were 
to  be  computed  in  the  calculation  of 
the  lay  days  at  the  port  of  discharge. 
The  ship  arrived  at  Hull,  the  port 
of  her  destination,  on  the  Ist  of  Fe- 
bruary, and  was  reported ;  on  the  2nd, 
she  entered  the  dock,  and  was  given 
in  charge  of  the  dock-officer,  but  did 
not  get  to  the  place  of  unloading  till 
the  4th,  in  consequence  of  the  full 
state  of  the  docks,  the  officer  refusing 
to  take  her  out  of  her  turn ;  and  the 
discharge  was  not  completed  till  the 
22nd : — Held,  that  the  lay  days  were 
to  be  calculated  from  the  period  of 
her  arrival  in^  docky  and  not  at  the 
place  of  unloading.  Brown  v.  Johnson, 

331 

VOL.  X. 


{2).Plaee  of  Discharge — Computation 
of  Lay  Days* 

By  the  stipulations  of  a  charter- 
party,  the  vessel  was  to  take  in  a 
cargo  of  coal  at  Newcastle,  and  pro- 
ceed therewith  to  London,  or  as  near 
thereto  as  she  could  safely  get,  and 
deliver  the  same  to  the  freighters  or 
their  assigns,  &c:  to  be  delivered  in 
five  working  days,  demurrage  over 
and  above  the  said  lying  days  2/.  per 
day.  The  vessel  arrived  in  the  port 
of  London,  off  Gravesend,  on  the  9th 
March,  and  on  the  10th  the  cargo  was 
sold,  and  the  vessel  entered  by  the 
freighters  for  a  meter.  On  the  20th 
she  received  an  order  from  the  har- 
bour-master to  proceed  to  the  Pool : 
on  Monday,  the  22nd,  she  commenced 
working  out  her  cargo,  and  was  cleared 
on  the  27th.  It  appeared  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  factor's  certificate  that 
she  was  a  metered  vessel,  the  harbour- 
master had  detained  her  at  Gravesend 
till  the  20th,  when  her  turn  arrived 
for  her  to  proceed  to  the  Pool  and 
discharge  her  cargo ;  that  if  she  had 
not  been  on  the  meter *s  list,  this  re- 
gulation  would  not  have  applied,  and 
she  might  have  proceeded  to  the  Pool 
at  once ;  that  it  was  occasionally  the 
practice  for  factors  not  to  enter  such 
vessels  in  the  meter's  list,  but  that  it 
was  desirable  that  the  cargo  should 
be  sold,  subject  to  metage  by  a  sworn 
meter : — Held^  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  vessel  was  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  having  arrived  at  her  place 
of  discharge  until  the  20th,  and  there- 
fore that  the  lying  days  did  not  begin 
to  count  till  then.  Kelt  t.  Ander- 
son, 498 
CHURCH. 

See  Paving  Act. 

CHURCHWARDENS. 

Authority  of  to  prevent  Interruption 
to  Divine  Service, 
A  parish  clerk  having  been  dis- 

6  G  O 
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COIN. 


missed  from  his  office  by  the  rector, 
though  irregularly,  and  another  ap- 
pointed, tlie  former  entered  the  church 
before  divine  service  had  commenced, 
and  took  possession  of  the  clerk's 
seat : — Held,  that  the  churchwardens 
were  justified  in  removing  him  from 
the  clerk's  desk,  and  also  out  of  the 
church,  if  they  had  reasonable  grounds 
for  belieTioff  that  he  would  offer  in- 
terruption  during  the  celebration  of 
divine  service.  Burton  v.  Hentoii, 
105 

COGNOVIT. 
AttettaUon. 
Where  a  ci^ovit,  executed  since 
the  passing  of  1  &  2  Vict,  c  1 10,  was 
attested  as  follows — "  Witnessed  by 
moi  W.  P^  as  the  attorney  of  the  said 
A.  B.,  attending  at  the  execution  hereof 
at  his  request,  and  expressly  named 
by  him:" — Heltl,  that  it  was  insuf- 
ficient. The  attestation  ought  to  contain 
words  which  shew  with  certainty  that 
the  subscribing  witness  is  the  attorney 
of  the  party  executing  it,  and  that 
he  attests  or  subscribes  the  execution 
as  such  attorney.  Bibbert  v.  Bar- 
ton, 678 

COIN. 

1  shipment  of 

On  a  shipment  of  a  cargo  from 
Valparaiso  to  England,  the  bill  of 
lading  describedthe  property  as"  13D8 
hard  dollars,"  which  was  a  coin  cur- 
rent  at  Valparaiso  at  the  time : — 
Htld,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  stat, 
26  Geo.  3,  c.  86,  s.  3,  it  being  the 
current  coin  of  the  place  where  the 
shipment  was  made.  Quart,  whether 
that  statute  is  at  alt  applicable  to  the 
case  of  shipments  made  in  places  not 
subject  to  the  British  laws.  Gihht  v. 
Potter,  70 


COMMITMENT. 

When  had/vr  Variance  Jtom  Con\ 
tion. 
Upon  a  complaint  agsinst  a  serv 
for  absenting  himself  from  his  s 
vice,  made  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  < 
s.  3,  the  conviction  adjudged  that 
should  be  imprisoned  in  the  house 
correction,  there  to  remain  and 
held  to  hard  labour  for  one  mos 
The  commitment  required  the  kee 
to  receive  him  into  custody,  there 
remain  and  he  eorreeted,  and  held 
hard  labour  for  one  month  (follow 
the  words  of  the  20  Geo.  2.  c. 
s.  2) : — Held,  that  the  «  correctic 
therein  mentioned  must  be  undersl 
to  mean  something  beyond  the  b 
labour,  and  therefore  that  the  o 
mitmcnt  was  bad,  as  varying  in 
respect  from  the  conviction,  and 
thoriiing  a  punishment  not  warrai 
by   the  statute.      Wood  v,  Fetue 


CONSTABLE. 

Notice  of  Action  to. 

A  local  act  of  Parliament,  for  lif 
ing,  watching,  &c.,  the  town  of  Sta 
bridge,  empowered  the  commjssioi 
therein  named  to  appoint  constal 
and  assistant  constables  for  keef 
the  peace  in  the  said  town,  and 
executing  all  such  warrants,  &e. 
the  justices  of  Cheshire  or  Lancasl 
should  direct  to  them  to  be  execi 
within  the  town.  Another  sec 
enacted,  that  no  plaintiff  should 
cover  in  any  action  against  any  pet 
for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of 
act,  without  twenty-one  days'  nc 
of  action  having  been  given  ; — H 
that  a  constable  appointed  under 


,   who    was   sued   i 


trespass 


breaking  and  entering  the  plain 
house  in  the  town  of  Staley-bridg< 
the  execution  of  a  warrant  grantei 


COSTS 
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a  justice  of  Cheshire^  to  search  for 
goods  alleged  to  have  heen  clandes- 
tinely removed  there  to  avoid  a  dis- 
tress, under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  7, 
was  not  entitled  to  notice  of  action. 
Shatwell  v.  Hally  523 

CORONERS  INQUISITION. 
Several  Deodands. 

By  a  coroner's  inquisition,  it  was 
found  that  the  death  of  the  individual 
named  therein  was  caused  hy  a  steam- 
engine  with  a  train  of  carriages  run- 
ning off  the  railway;  that  the  said 
steam-engine  was  then  of  the  value  of 
125/.,  and  was  then  the  property  and 
in  the  possession  of  the  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company.  There 
were  three  other  inquisitions  on  three 
other  persons,  in  precisely  the  same 
form,  and  imposing  a  deodand  of  the 
same  amount.  The  deodands  having 
heen  estreated  into  the  Exchequer, 
under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  the  Court 
refused  on  motion  to  stay  proceedings 
on  three  of  the  inquisitions,  on  pay- 
ment of  125/.  on  one  of  the  inquisi- 
tions, on  the  ground  that  the  instru- 
ment moving  to  the  death  of  the 
party  could  not  he  twice  forfeited  for 
the  same  accident,  hut  left  the  parties 
to  their  remedy  by  traversing  or  set- 
ting aside  the  inquisitions.  Regina 
V.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company^  58 

COSTS. 

See  Interpleader  Act. 
Pauper. 

(1).  Of  Trial. 

On  the  trial  of  a  cause  in  which 
there  were  several  issues,  the  plaintiff 
had  a  general  verdict,  leave  being  re- 
served to  the  defendants  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants.  A  rule  was  obtained  ac- 
cordingly, and  thereupon  it  was  agreed, 


at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court,  that 
the  facts  should  be  stated  in  a  special 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  On 
the  argument  of  the  case,  the  Court 
gave  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and 
the  verdict  was  accordingly  entered 
for  them,  and  this  juc^fment  was 
afterwards  affirmed  on  error  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber:  —  Heldy  that 
the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  trial ;  and  that,  although 
one  of  the  issues  was  given  up  by 
them  at  the  trial.   Tobin  v.  Crawford^ 

602 

(2).  Scale  of  Taxation  of 

An  action  having  been  brought 
against  the  sheriff  to  recover  a  less 
sum  than  20/.,  the  plaintiff  applied  to 
a  Judge  to  have  the  cause  heard  be- 
fore the  coroner,  imder  the  3  <&  4 
Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  1 7,  which  the  de- 
fendant opposed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  coroner  was  not  the  person  before 
whom  the  act  empowered  the  Court 
to  order  a  case  to  be  tried ;  and  the 
Judge  refused  the  order  on  that 
ground.  Proposals  were  then  made 
to  try  the  cause  before  the  Judge  of 
the  Palace  Court,  or  to  change  the 
venue ;  both  of  which  were  objected 
to  by  the  defendant.  The  defendant 
then  obtained  leave  to  withdraw  his 
plea  and  suffer  judgment  by  default, 
and  an  order  was  accordingly  made^ 
which  made  no  mention  of  the  costs : 
— Held^  that  the  plaintifi*8  costs  must 
be  taxed  on  the  lower  scale  prescribed 
by  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  and 
that  if  he  wanted  to  tax  on  the  higher 
scale,  he  ought  to  have  applied  to 
the  Judge,  on  the  summons  to  allow 
the  defendant  to  withdraw  hb  plea, 
to  make  it  a  condition  that  they 
should  be  so  taxed.    Levy  v.  Magnay^ 
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COVENANT. 

When  collateral. 

I       By  indenture  made  between  A.,  B., 
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uid  C.  of  the  first,  second,  and  third 
parts  respectively)  the  plaintiff  of  the 
fourth,  and  the  defendant  of  the  fifth 
port,  the  defendant  covenanted  with 
the  plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant, 
A^  B^  and  C,  or  one  of  them,  nould 
pa^  the  plaintiff  aOOLx—Held,  that 
this  wa>  a  collateral  covenant,  and 
that  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
money  must  be  framed  in  covenant, 
and  not  in  debU  ffarrUm  v.  Jkfo^ 
lAetM,  768 

COVENANT  TO  REPAIR. 
iS'eeLANDLORD  AND  Tknant,(2). 

CUSTOM. 
See  Manor. 

DEODAND. 

See  Coroner's  Inquisition. 

DETINUE. 

Plea  of  Lien  in. 

tn  an  action  of  detinue  for  certain 
pM)ds,  to  wit,  1000  yards  of  broad 
cloth  and  two  pieces  of  other  cloth, 
the  defendant  by  his  plea  claimed  a 
lien  for  fiilbng  the  cloths  mentioned 
in  the  declaratiau  ;  and  it  appeared  at 
the  trial  that  originally  eight  pieces  of 
cloth  had  been  delivered  at  the  same 
time  to  the  defendant  to  be  fulled,  and 
that  six  out  of  the  eight  pieces  had 
afterwards  been  re-delivered  : — Held, 
that  the  plea  only  extended  to  the  two 
pieces  actually  detained,  and  that  the 
defendant  could  not  under  that  plea 
set  up  a  claim  of  lien  for  fulling  more 
than  two  pieces,  but  should  have  as- 
serted specifically  his  claim  in  respect 
of  the  eight.     Coombt  v.  Noad,     127 

DISTRESS. 
See  Bankruptcy,  (4). 


DRAINAGE  ACT. 
DOG-MATCH. 
See  Gauino,  (I). 

DRAINAGE  ACT. 

By  an  act  of  the  4  &  5  ^^ct.  c  < 
trustees  were  appointed  for  the 
pose  of  the  more  effectual  drain 
by  means  of  a  steam-engine,  of  a 
district  in  Uncolnshire,  called 
Bourn  North  Fen  and  the  Dyke  I 
and  by  the  62nd  section,  it 
enacted  that  every  engine,  macL 
building,  and  nori,  to  be  erected 
made  by  the  trustees  under  the  poi 
of  the  act,  aud  all  engines,  macliin 
buildings,  &C.,  sewers,  draitu,  wa 
courtei,  &c  &c.,  and  other  wt 
already  Made,  or  then  exietinff  or  j 
nded  for  the  drainage  of  the  Be 
North  Fen  and  E^ke  Pen,  and  wl 
should  be  thereafler  made  and  ) 
Tided  for  such  purpose,  and  the  ri 
to  and  property  in  them,  should 
and  they  were  thereby  vested  in 
trustees ;  with  a  proviso,  that  notfa 
tn  He  act  conUuned  should  extend 
or  affect  any  engines,  machinery,  I 
Bcwers,  drains,  watercourses,  &c^  i 
other  works  already  made,  or  tl 
existing  or  provided  for  the  drain 
of  the  said  fens,  and  then  vested 
and  under  the  control  of  certain  co 
missioners,  appointed  under  a  fori 
inclosurc  and  drainage  act,  called  i 
Black  Sluice  Commissioners.  A 
aeeL  64  enacted,  that  it  should 
lawful  for  the  trustees,  upon  any  1« 
in  Bourn  North  Fen  and  Uyke  F 
not  vetted  in  the  Blaek  Sluice  Co 
miuioaeri,  to  make  and  erect  a  Stea 
engine,  with  all  proper  machine 
with  proper  and  convenient  buildia 
tluieet,  pits,  and  other  neccast 
works;  and  to  make  and  from  time 
time  maintain,  repair,  and  inaprove, 
occasion  might  require,  the  sluic 
bridges,  cuts,  sewers,  and  other  wor 
already  or  thereafter  to  be  made 
upon,  and  through  the  said  feos. 


EJECTMENT- 
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effectually  draining  the  same,  out  of 
the  funds  to  be  raised  under  the 
authority  of  the  act,  and  making 
compensation  for  damage: — Held^ 
that  the  trustees  had  no  power, 
under  this  act,  to  widen  a  drain 
under  the  control  of  the  Black  Sluice 
Commissioners,  from  the  width  of 
eighteen  to  forty  feet,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  reservoir,  to  bring  a  suffi- 
cient supply  of  water  to  their  steam- 
engine,  thereby  cutting  away  upwards 
of  three  acres  of  the  land  vested  in  the 
commissioners,  although  such  widen- 
ing was  itself  an  improvement  of  the 
drainage ;  and  that  they  had  no  power 
to  make  any  reservoir  on  the  land 
vested  in  the  commissioners,  although 
the  making  of  a  reservoir  was  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  working  of  the  en- 
gine for  the  purpose  of  the  drainage, 
and  none  could  be  made  without  cut- 
ting into  some  of  the  banks  or  drains 
vested  in  the  commissioners.  Smith 
T.  Bell,  378 

EJECTMENT. 

(1).  Service  in. 

In  ejectment  for  part  of  the  bed  of 
a  canal,  service  of  the  declaration  on 
the  clerk  of  the  canal  company  at 
tlieir  office,  was  held  sufficient  for  a 
rule  nisi  for  judgment  against  the 
casual  ejector.     Doe  d.  Fisher  v.  Roe, 

21 

(2).  Proceeding  under  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87. 

Where  a  person  held  premises  un- 
der an  agreement  in  writing,  from 
quarter  to  quarter,  and  the  agreement 
provided  that  the  tenant  should  quit 
possession  upon  receiving  six  months' 
notice  in  writing,  and  in  the  event  of 
his  losing  his  license  to  sell  ale,  &c., 
through  misconduct  at  any  time  during 
the  term,  should  then  forthwith  quit 
possession,  on  being  requested  so  to  do 
by  his  landlord : — Held,  that  he  had 
neither  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year, 


nor  a  term  certain  in  the  premises, 
within  1  Geo.  4,  c.  87,  s.  1,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  landlord  in  ejectment  to 
compel  him  to  give  security  for  costs 
under  that  act.  Doe  d.  Carter  v. 
Roe,  670 

(3).  Costs  in. 

After  a  rule  for  judgment  in  eject- 
ment against  the  casual  ejector,  the 
defendant  delivered  a  plea  and  con- 
sent rule,  in  the  latter  of  which  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  never  joined,  and 
judgment  of  nou  pros,  was  afterwards 
signed : — Held,  that  the  Court  had  no 
power,  either  under  the  rule  of  H.  T., 
4  Vict.,  or  otherwise,  to  compel  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  pay  those 
costs,  or  join  in  the  consent  rule. 
Doe  d.  Pratlen  v.  Board,  675 

ESTATE  TAIL. 

Remitter    to — Issue   in    tail,    when 
barred  by  Statute  of  Limitations. 

By  marriage  settlement,  purporting 
to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  articles 
recited  in  it,  an  estate  was  conveyed 
to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the 
heirs  of  their  bodies: — Held,  that 
they  thereby  became  tenants  in  tail 
special,  and  that  a  court  of  law  could 
not  construe  the  deed  as  making  them 
tenants  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
their  issue  in  tail,  even  supposing  that 
such  be  the  construction  to  be  put 
upon  the  articles  by  a  court  of  equity. 
An  estate  being  limited  by  mar- 
riage settlement  to  the  use  of  A.  and 
his  wife,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies, 
and  A.  having  died,  leaving  his  widow 
and  three  children,  viz.  G.  an  only 
son  and  L.  and  H.  daughters,  the 
widow,  in  1735,  by  deed  poll,  in  con- 
sideration of  an  annuity  granted  to 
her  by  her  son,  and  of  natural  affec- 
tion, **  granted,  surrendered,  and 
yielded  up  "  the  estate  in  question  to 
the  son  in  fee;  and  he  afterwardsy 
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during  her  life,  suffered  «  recoTcry.  I 
The  widow  died  in  1767;  G.  died 
without  iamie  in  1779,  having  derised 
the  estate  to  trustees  to  secure  the 
payment  of  an  annuity  to  W.,  the 
only  son  of  hia  Bister  L.  (who  was 
then  dead),  and  subject  thereto  to  B., 
the  eldest  son  of  W.,  for  his  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  defendant,  hia  second 
son.  tn  1790,  B.  entered,  on  his 
ftther's  death,  into  possession  of  the 
entiretv  of  the  estate,  claiming  under 
the  will  of  G^  and  subsequently  did 
varioua  acts  in  the  character  of  de- 
visee for  life;  in  1614  he  suffered  a 
recovery  of  one  moiety,  and  in  1616 
conveyed  the  entirety  of  the  estate  to 
mortgagees  in  fee.  In  1818,  M.,  the 
descendant  of  the  other  co-parcener, 
H.,  at  the  request  of  B.  suffered  a  re- 
covery of  a  moiety,  which  it  was  de- 
clared should  enure  (subject  to  a 
term  to  secure  a  sum  of  money  to 
M.)  to  the  use  of  B.'s  mortgagees: — 
Held,  first,  that  the  deed  poll  of 
1795  operated  as  a  covenant  to  stand 
beised,  and  created  a  base  fee,  deter- 
minable by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in 
tail:  secondly,  that  although  G.,  being 
estopped  by  the  recovery  suffered  by 
him,  was  not  remitted  to  the  estate 
tail,  yet,  for  the  same  reason,  no 
right  of  entry  accrued  until  his  death, 
and  therefore  the  period  of  twenty 
years,  for  the  operation  of  the  statute 
of  limitatioos  against  the  bsue  in  tail, 
was  to  be  calculated  from  his  death  in 
1779,  and  not  from  the  death  of  his 
mother  in  1767  ;  consequently,  that 
the  entry  of  D.  (in  1790)  was  not 
barred  by  lapse  of  time ;  thirdly,  that 
although  B. entered  under  the  will,  and 
indicated  an  intention  to  take  the  es- 
tate under  it  for  his  life  only,  this  in- 
tention was  immaterial,  and  he  was  re- 
mitted, nolens  volens,  as  to  his  moiety, 
to  the  original  estate  tail,  which  was 
barred  by  the  recovery  of  1614:  and 
fourthly,  that  either  his  possession 
enured  to  tlie  benefit  of  his  co-parcener 


EVIDENCE. 

M.,  so  as  to  render  the  recovery 
1818  efiectual  u  to  the  other  smii 
or  operated  to  confer  on  him,  B., 
estate  in  fee  by  wrong,  which,  be 
conveyed  to  the  mortgagees  in  18 
gave  them  a  good  title  against  ' 
ddendant,  who  claimed  as  devisee  ; 
der  the  will  of  G.     Doe  d.  Daxieli 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Fbbbt. 

Gauinq,  (1). 

Manor. 

(1).  Secondary  Evidence — Notice 
produce. 
An  action  on  a  bond  of  indemi 
stood  for  trial  at  the  Flintshire 
sixes :  the  commission  day  was  on 
27th  July;  the  cause  was  tried 
the  29lh.  At  10  a.  m.  on  the  3f 
a  notice  to  produce  the  bond  i 
served  on  the  defendant's  attorn^ 
the  action  (who  resided  in  Xxiad 
In  the  defendant's  presence,  in 
assise  town.  The  bond  was  m 
possession  of  one  W,  who  held  it 
the  representative  of  a  former  att 
ney  of  the  obligors,  and  was  hinu 
the  defendant's  general  attorney,  i 
who  had  undertaken  to  produce  it 
the  trial,  if  the  judge  should  think 
was  bound  to  do  so.  Before  the 
sises,  the  bond  had  been  sent  hv 
to  the  defendant's  attorney  in  i 
action,  in  London,  for  the  purposet 
inspection  and  admission  under 
judge's  order ;  and  the  plaintiff's 
tomey  had  there  taken  a  correct  n 
of  it.  At  the  trial,  W.  had  the  be 
in  Court,  but  objected  to  produce 
on  the  ground  of  privil^^,  and  ' 
objection  was  allowed; — Held,  fi; 
that  the  notice  to  produce  the  di 
was  sufBdeat,  under  the  cirw 
stances,  to  let  in  secondary  evide 
of  it;  secondly,  that  the  copy  so  tal 
by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  adn 
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sible    as   such   evidence.      Llcyd  y. 
Mosfyuy  478 

(2).  Declaration  by  deceased  Collector 
of  Rents, 

QtuFre,  whether  a  verbal  statement, 
made  by  a  deceased  collector  of  rents, 
at  the  time  of  paying  over  to  his  em- 
ployer monies  received  by  him  from 
the  tenants,  as  to  the  person  from 
whom  he  received  a  particular  sum 
entered  by  him  in  the  rental,  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  against  that  per* 
son.     Fursdon  v.  Clofffff  572 

EXTENT. 

The  sheriff  having  returned  to  an 
extent  that  he  had  seised  money  into 
the  hands  of  the  Queen,  and  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  money  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  Accountant-general  in 
bankruptcy,  the  Court  made  an  order 
absolute  for  the  sheriff  to  pay  over  the 
money,  but  refused  to  make  the  Ac- 
countant-general in  Bankruptcy  a 
party  to  the  order.  The  sheriff 
having  applied  to  the  Court  of  Re- 
view for  an  order  for  the  Accountant- 
general  in  bankruptcy  to  pay  over  the 
money  to  him,  the  order  was  refused, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sheriff  had  no 
locus  standi  in  that  Court.  This 
Court  afterwards  discharged  the  com- 
mon order  on  the  sheriff.  Regina  v. 
Austin^  691 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION. 

Action  for^  when  maintainable, 

A  collateral  statement,  made  at  the 
time  of  entering  into  a  contract,  but 
not  embodied  in  it,  must,  in  order  to 
invalidate  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  its  being  a  fraudulent  statement, 
be  shewn  not  only  to  have  been  false, 
but  to  have  been  known  to  be  so  by 
the  party  making  it,  and  that  the 
other  party  was  thereby  induced  to 
enter  into  the  contract.  (Per  Parke^ 
3.^*^aQd  AldersoHy  B.;  Lord  Ahinger^ 


C.B.,  dissentiente).  A  cargo  of  coffee 
was  sold  by  a  broker,  for  H.,  P.,  &  Co. 
of  Liverpool ;  and  the  words  <^  invoiced 
to  the  sellers  as  of  first  shipping 
quality,'*  were  introduced  into  the 
bought  and  sold  notes.  At  the  same 
time  the  invoice  was  shewn  to  the 
buyers,  which  stated  the  cargo  to  be 
shipped  by  H.,  Brothers,  &  Co.,  con- 
signed to  H.,  P.,  &  Co.,  for  sale  on  ac- 
count  and  risk  of  whom  it  may  concern 
— 3150  bags  <<  first  shipping  quality." 
H.,  Brothers,  &  Co.  were  a  branch 
house  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  composed  of 
the  same  partners  as  the  firm  of  H., 
P.,  &  Co.: — Heldy  in  an  action  on 
the  case  against  H.,  P.,  &  Co.  for  de- 
ceit, that  it  was  a  proper  question  for 
the  jury,  whether  the  invoice  imported 
that  the  coffee  was  invoiced  to  the  de- 
fendants by  distinct  parties  as  the  sellers 
thereof.  QtUBre^  whether  the  action 
ought  not  to  have  been  brought  upon 
the  contract,  instead  of  in  tort.  Moens 
V.  Heyworthj  147 

FERRY. 

Duty  of  Ferryman  to  land  Goods-^ 

Evidence, 

Declaration  in  case  against  the 
owners  of  a  ferry  stated,  that  the  de- 
fendants were  possessed  of  a  feny 
across  the  river  Mersey,  from  Wood- 
side  to  Liverpool,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs delivered  to  them  certain  goods, 
to  wit,  a  phaeton,  and  certain  jewel- 
lery and  watches  contained  in  it,  to 
be  by  the  defendants,  for  reward  to 
them  in  that  behalf,  taken  care  of 
and  carried  in  a  certain  steam-boat 
from  Woodside  to  Liverpool,  and 
there  landed  for  the  plaintifis;  that 
the  defendants  accepted  and  received 
the  said  carriage  so  containing  the 
said  jewellery  and  watches  from  the 
plaintiffs,  and  it  became  their  duty  to 
take  proper  care  of  them  while  they 
remained  in  their  custody,  and  in  and 
about  the  carriage,  conyeymcei  and 


802  FERRY. 

landing  of  the  same  as  aforesaid. 
Breach,  that  the  defendants  took  such 
had  c&re  of  the  said  carri^e,  jewel- 
lery,  and  watches,  and  so  negligently 
conducted  themselves  in  and  about  the 
carriage,  conveyance,  and  landing  of 
the  same,  that  they  were  injured.  Plea, 
that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  deliver  to  the 
defendants,  oor  did  they  accept  and  re- 
ceive from  the  plaintiffs,  the  goods  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  to  be  by 
them  carried  and  conveyed  in  the 
said  Bteam-boat  from  Woodsidc  to 
Liverpool,  and  there  landed  for  the 
plaintiffs,  for  reward  to  them  in  that 
behalf,  modo  et'formfi:— Ae/i/,  that 
a  contract  to  carry  and  land  the 
carriage  and  jewellery,  as  stated  in 
the  declaration,  could  not  be  implied 
from  the  mere  character  of  the  de- 
fendants as  owners  of  the  ferry.  But 
that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  there  was  in  fact  a  contract 
between  the  parties,  dther  express  or 
implied  from  usage,  to  receive  the  car- 
riage on  board,  and  to  land  it  again  at 
the  end  of  the  transit  across  the  river. 
It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  went 
on  board  the  defendant  s  sleam-boat, 
with  his  horse  and  carriage,  paying 
the  defendants'  charge  for  a  "  light 
four-wheeled  phaeton ;"  that  jewellery 
and  watches  of  great  value,  which 
much  increased  its  weight,  were  con- 
tained in  a  box  under  the  seat ;  and 
that  he  made  no  communication  of 
that  fact  to  the  defendants.  The  car- 
riage  was  taken  safely  across  the 
river,  and  on  the  arrival  of  the  boat 
at  the  pier  head  at  Liverpool,  two  of 
the  de^ndants'  servants  put  the  car- 
riage out  upon  the  slip,  and  com- 
menced drawing  it  up  the  slip  towards 
the  quay,  but  in  doing  so  were  over- 
powered by  its  weight,  and  It  ran 
down  into  the  river,  whereby  the 
jewellery  and  watches  were  injured : 
— Held,  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of 
action  for  this  injury  was  not  affected 
by  his  not  having  ccnmuunicalcd  the 
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fact  of  the  jewellery  and  wah 
being  contained  in  the  carriage 
Seld  also,  that  it  was  a  further  qi 
tionfor  the  jury  (supponng  a  conti 
to  land  were  estahlished}  whether 
landing  was  complete  imder  the  ah 
circumstances: — Held,  also,  that 
rebut  evidence  of  a  usage  to  take 
board  and  land  the  carriages  of  ] 
sengers,  a  notice  stuck  np  at  the  d 
of  entrance  for  foot  passengers  to 
slip  at  Woodside,  but  not  viaibh 
those  who  came  with  carnages, 
shewn  to  have  been  known  to  the  pL 
tiff, — that  the  defendants  did  not 
dertake  to  load  or  discharge  horsei 
carriages,  and  would  not  be  respons 
for  loss  or  damage  thereto, — was 
admissihle.  Walker  v.  Jaekmon, 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

jSee  Pleading,  IIL  (3j. 

GAMING. 

(1).  IlUgalily  of  Cwrtiitg Mateke. 
Cmutrvction  of  Jgreeatmt — 1 

A  coursing  match  is  a  game  wit] 
the  meaning  of  the  9  Anne,  c  14 
3,  and  an  agreement  to  run  sucl 
match  for  more  than  £10,  or  to  f 
feit  the  aame  amount  in  default 
running  it,  is  an  illegal  ag^reeme 
and  an  action  for  the  penally  for  i 
running  the  match  cannot  be  si 
tained.  The  objection,  that  t 
match  was  illegal  under  the  16  C 
3,  c.  7,  s.  2,  cannot  be  taken  unit 
pleaded  specially,  although  the  obj 
tion  appears  on  the  plajntifTs  cai 
The  plaintiff  and  defendant  made  , 
agreement  in  writing  to  run  a  mat 
with  greyhounds  "  on  the  We 
nesday  during  the  Newmarket  Fe 
ruary  meeting,  1841."  It  appear 
that  the  Newmarket  meetings  we 
meetings  of  a  coursing  club  ;  that  t 
power  of  appointing  and  adjoumii 
meetings  was  vested  in  the  stewan 
who  were  governed  by  printed  rule 
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and  that,  the  practice  of  the  club  was 
to  hold  the  February  meeting  on  the 
first  Tuesday  in  that  month,  weather 
permitting;  but  if  the  weather  pre- 
vented its  being  then  held,  to  adjourn 
it  to  a  future  day,  weather  permitting. 
At  the  time  when  the  contract  was 
made,  the  day  appointed  for  the  Feb- 
ruary meeting  was  Tuesday,  the  2nd 
February,  1841.  On  Wednesday,  the 
drd,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
there,  but  frost  prevented  the  meeting 
from  being  then  held,  and  it  was  ad- 
journed to  Tuesday  the  9th,  and  again, 
from  the  same  cause,  to  Tuesday  the 
16th,  when  it  was  held.  On  Wed- 
nesday, the  17th,  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  with  his  dog  to  run  the  match, 
but  the  defendant  made  default : — 
Heldy  first,  that  the  true  ^construc- 
tion of  the  contract  was,  that  the 
match  should  be  run  on  the  Wednes- 
day during  the  February  meeting, 
whenever  it  should  be  actually  held, 
and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  per- 
formed his  part  of  the  contract  by 
being  ready  to  run  on  Wednesday 
the  17th:  secondly,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  bound  to  produce  the 
printed  rules^  but  it  was  enough  for 
him  to  shew  that  the  February  meet- 
ing was  then  actually  held.  Held^ 
also,  that  evidence  was  admissible  to 
shew  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  P. 
P."  subjoined  to  the  agreement.  Bain- 
tree  v.  Hutchinson^  85 

(2).  Horse-race^  when  legal. 

Since  the  repeal  6f  the  stat.  13 
Geo.  2,  c  1 9,  a  horse-race  for  money 
given  by  third  persons,  by  way  of 
prize,  is  not  illegal.  The  stat.  16  Car. 
2,  c.  9,  does  not  prohibit  all  gaming, 
but  only  such  as  is/raudulent  or  exees- 
9ive.  A  horse-race  for  a  sweepstakes 
of  £2  each  is  not  within  the  2nd  section 
of  the  9  Anne,  c.  14,  nor,  as  it  seems, 
within  the  5th  section;  there  not 
being  any  loser  to  the  amount  of  £10. 
Semble,  that,  by  the    stat.  9  Anne, 


c.  14,  not  only  the  security  given  for 
a  gaming  debt,  but  the  contract  itself, 
was  avoided;  but  at  all  events  this 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  case  since  the 
stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  41.  Jpple- 
garth  v.  Colleyy  723 

HIGHWAY  ACT. 

( 1 ).  Liability  of  Surveyor, 

The  defendants,  who  were  magis- 
trates, directed  the  plaintiff,  a  sur- 
veyor of  highways,  to  remove  a  cer- 
tain nuisance  from  the  highway,  and 
to  fence  a  pit  that  was  dangerous,  and, 
on  his  neglecting  to  do  so,  convicted 
him  in  a  penalty  for  having  *^  wilfully 
neglected  his  duty  in  not  removing,  or 
causing  to  be  removed,  certain  nui- 
sances in  and  upon  a  certain  highway 
in  the  said  parish,  &c.,  and  not  duly 
guarding  a  dangerous  pit  lying  on  the 
said  highway : — Held,  that  the  con- 
viction was  not  warranted  by  the  20th 
or  73rd  section  of  the  Highway  Act, 
5  &6  Will.  4,  c  50,  and  that  it  could 
not  be  supported.     Morgan  v.  Leaeh^ 
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(2).  Construction  of  Local  Improve^ 
ment  Act. 

By  a  local  act  for  the  improvement 
of  the  town  of  Bedford,  (43  Geo.  3, 
c.  cxxviii),  the  commissioners  therein 
mentioned  were  invested  (by  s.  37) 
with  all  the  powers,  provisions,  and 
authorities,  and  were  to  be  in  the  re- 
ceipt and  possession  of  all  composi- 
tions, rates,  &c.,  granted  by  the  13 
Geo.  3,  c.  78,  and  the  surveyors  to 
be  appointed  by  the  commissioners 
were  to  have  the  same  powers  of  de- 
manding, collecting,  and  recovering 
payment  of  such  compositions  &c.  as 
under  that  act.  By  s.  39,  the  then 
surveyors  of  the  highways  within  the 
ambit  of  the  act  were,  on  a  day  to  be 
appointed  by  the  commissioners,  to 
produce  to  them  their  accounts,  and 
pay  over  all  balances  in  their  bands 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  commissioners, 
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■nd  thenceforward  their  office  was  to 
be  dctsmuDed.  By  s.  50,  the  com- 
niiasionera  were  empowered,  id  order 
to  raise  moaey  for  carrying  the  pur- 
poaei  of  the  act  into  execution,  to  lay 
one  or  more  rates  once  in  every  year, 
or  oftener  if  neceeeary,  on  all  houses, 
shops,  &C.  within  the  town,  so  as  such 
rates  should  not  exceed  8J.  in  the 
pound  in  a  year  on  their  yearly  value. 
By  a  Bobaequent  act,  50  Geo.  S, 
c  Uxxii,  reciting  that  the  commis- 
sioners had  borrowed  considerable 
sums  of  money  on  the  rates,  and  that 
they  were  inadequate  to  the  purposes 
of  the  act,  the  power  of  rating  houses, 
shops,  &c  was  extended  from  Sd. 
to  l».  in  the  pound  in  the  year: — 
Held,  that  the  commissioners  had 
no  power,  in  case  the  rates  so  levied 
proved  insufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
the  act,  to  levy  a  subsidiary  rate  by 
application  to  be  made  to  tlie  justices 
by  the  surveyor,  under  the  13  Geo.  3, 
C.76,  a.  45.     Higgint  v.  Green,  703 

HORSE  RACE. 
See  Gaming,  (2). 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
lAabilily  of  Widow  for  Goodt  supplied 
after  her  HiuhatuTa  Death  abroad. 
Where  a  man  who  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  dealing  with  the  plaintiff  for 
meat  suppUed  to  his  house,  went 
abroad,  leaving  his  wife  and  family 
resident  in  this  country,  and  died 
abroad : — Held,  that  the  wife  was  not 
liable  for  goods  suppUed  to  her  after 
his  death,  but  before  information  of 
his  death  had  been  received;  she 
having  had  originally  full  authority  to 
contract,  and  done  no  wrong  in  re- 
presenting her  authority  as  continu- 
ing, nor  omitted  to  state  any  fact 
within  her  knowledge  retaling  to  it; 
the  revocation  itself  being  by  the  act 
of  Godf  and  the  continuance  of  the 


INSOLVENT. 

life  of  the  principal  being  equ 
within  the  knowledge  of  both  pan 
Smoui  V.  Ilbary, 

INFANT. 
What  Contract  bindimg  on. 
Semble,  a  contract  of  hiring 
service,  for  wages,  is  a  contract  tx 
fidal  to  and  binding  upon  an  ini 
though  it  contain  clauses  for  refer 
disputes  to  arbitration,  and  for 
imposition  of  forfeitures  in  casi 
neglect  of  duty,  to  be  deducted  f 
the  wages.     Wood  v.  Fetunek, 

INFORMATION  OF  INTR 
SION. 
Pleading*  in. 
An  information  of  intrusion  sts 
that  the  defendants  intruded 
made  entry  on  a  certain  messuage 
dwelling-house,  situate  &c>  and  b< 
parcel  of  the  royal  palace  of  Kensi 
ton,  then  in  the  occupation  of 
lady  the  Queen,  and  which  was 
the  hands  and  possession  of  the  Qu 
in  right  of  her  Crown.  The  drfc 
ants  pleaded,  in  the  form  giyeo  by 
Stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c  5,  s.  8,  that  L 
committed  the  trespasses  under 
authority  of  a  conunission  of  sewi 
for  tax  assessed  by  the  said  Gomi 
sion : — Held,  on  demurrer,  that  1 
form  of  plea  was  not  allowable  in 
information  of  intrusion  at  the  suil 
the  Crown.  Attorney 'Genial 
Ihnaldton,  ] 

INSOLVENT. 
(1).  Title  of  Aut^nee. 
The  assignee  of  an  insolvent  deb 
on  his  acceptance  of  the  appointmi 
has  vested  in  him  sll  the  estate  of 
insolvent  from  the  date  of  the  veal 
order.  And  in  trover  by  such  assigi 
for  a  conversion  of  part  of  the  in 
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JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY.  806 


vent's  estate  before  his  appointment,  and 
in  the  time  of  the  provisional  assignee, 
a  copy  of  the  adjudication  of  the  pri- 
soner's discharge,'certified  pursuant  to 
the  Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  105, 
shewing  the  date  of  the  vesting  order, 
is  good  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs  title. 
But  the  order  of  appointment  of 
the  assignee  is  not  evidence  of  the 
time  from  which  his  title  accrues,  but 
only  of  the  appointment  itself.  Yorke 
V.  Brawtij  78 

(2).  PUa  ofDUeharge  of. 

A  plea  of  the  plaintiff's  discharge 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
ought  to  aver  that  the  vesting  order 
was  made  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  But  such  a  plea  need  not 
allege  that  the  petition  was  not  dis- 
missed, or  that  the  vesting  order  is 
still  in  force,  nor  that  the  petition  was 
filed,  and  the  vesting  order  made,  after 
the  Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  came 
into  operation.     Tucker  v.  Webster^ 
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INTERPLEADER  ACT. 

Jurisdiction  as  to  Costs, 

1.  The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  to 
whom  certain  goods  were  consigned, 
having  set  up  a  claim  to  the  goods  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendants,  the  car- 
riers, the  defendants  applied  to  a  judge 
under  the  first  section  of  the  Inter- 
pleader Act,  and  obtained  an  order, 
that  imless  cause  were  shewn  to  the 
contrary  on  a  day  named,  the  assignees 
should  be  barred  their  claim,  and  pay 
the  defendants'  costs.  The  assignees 
attended  on  the  day  named,  and  ob- 
jected to  the  payment  of  the  costs  by 
them;  and  the  order  was  discharged. 
Several  summonses  were  subsequently 
served,  calling  on  the  plaintiffs  (the 
vendors)  and  the  assignees  to  state 
the  nature  and  particulars  of  their  re- 
spective claims.  The  assignees  did 
not  attend  on   any  of   these  smn- 


monses: — Held,  that  the  Judge  had 
no  jurisdiction  under  the  act  to  order 
the  assignees  to  pay  costs.  Orazebrook 
V.  Pickford,  279 

2.  A  judge's  order  imposing  costs 
in  the  matter  of  an  interpleader  order 
heard  at  chambers,  may  be  reviewed 
by  the  Court.     Teggin  v.  Langford^ 
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JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

(1).  Right  of  Shareholder  to  have 
Shares  registered — Proof  of  Title 
to  Shares. 

Case  against  the  secretary  of  the 
Anti-Dry-Rot  Company,  for  not  mak- 
ing out  and  delivering  to  the  plaintiff 
a  certificate  in  respect  of  each  of  20 
shares  purchased  by  him.  The  act 
6  Will.  4,  c  xxvi,  provides  that  the 
capital  shall  be  250,000/.,  and  that 
the  number  of  shares  shall  be  limited 
to  10,000;  and  the  16th  section 
enacts,  that  the  company  shall  keep  a 
book,  and  cause  to  be  entered  therein 
the  name  and  designation  of  every 
person  subscribing  for  shares  in  the 
undertaking,  and  of  every  person  enti- 
tled to  any  shares  therein,  making  a 
separate  entry  of  each  share  in  nume- 
rical order ;  and  that  after  the  making 
of  such  entry  a  certificate  shall  be 
made  out  in  respect  of  every  share, 
specifying  the  number  of  such  share, 
and  the  name  of  the  proprietor  thereof, 
and  such  certificate  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  proprietor  upon  demand.  And 
the  twentieth  section  provides  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  proprietor  of 
every  share  to  sell  and  transfer  the 
same  by  writing  duly  stamped,  which 
transfer  shall  be  exhibited  to  the  com- 
pany, or  their  secretary,  to  be  filed 
and  registered  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  act.  At  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  produced  in  evidence  twenty 
scrip  certificates  payable  to  bearer, 
signed  by  three  of  the  directors,  and 
countersigned  by  one  T.,  who  had 
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been  lecreUiry  to  the  company.  It 
appeared  that  T.  had  fraudulently  n* 
issued  a  number  of  the  shares,  and 
this  having  become  known,  the  shares, 
at  the  lime  the  plaintiff  purchased, 
veie  at  a  low  discount.  Notices  had 
been  given  by  the  company  in  the  pub- 
lic p&pen  of  the  fraud  which  had  been 
practised,  and  the  broker  who  nego- 
tiated sale  of  the  shares  to  the  plaintifT 
knew  of  that  ftaud  at  the  time.  It 
appeared  that  at  the  Ume  the  scrip 
certificates  were  brought  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  registered,  the  whole  number 
of  10,000  shares  had  been  already 
entered  in  the  register,  pursuant  to 
the  act.  It  was  Uiereupon  objected 
that  the  register  being  full,  and  the 
defendonta  having  no  power  to  add  to 
the  number  of  shares,  the  action  in 
this  form  would  not  lie ;  and  the 
learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion, 
nonsuited  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that 
the  nonsuit  could  not  be  supported ; 
because  the  register  might  hare  been 
improperly  filled,  in  which  case  the 
company  would  be  taking  advantage 
of  their  own  wrong.  Semite,  that 
it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff 
merely  to  produce  scrip  certificates 
payable  to  bearer,  which  he  had  re- 
quired to  be  registered,  but  that  he 
ought  to  have  Hhewn  his  title  to  have 
those  shares  registered,  and  to  have 
deduced  a  good  title  from  the  ori- 

final  subscriber  and  his  assignees. 
t  was  also  objected  at  the  trial, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  bona  fide 
holder  of  these  shares,  inasmuch  as 
he  had  purchased  them  after  notice 
that  many  shares  were  fabricated  by 
a  person  who  waa  himself  a  director 
and  secretary  of  the  company  for  a 
time,  and  tlut  it  might  Im  that  the 
plaintiff  hadacquired  bis  title  through 
some  of  those  false  certificates ;  and 
it  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  had 
given  a  less  price  than  the  ordinary 
one ;  but  temble,  that  that  would  not 
deprive  him  of  the  titie  he  bad  by  the 


transfer,  unless  it  were  shewn 
was  not  the  bond  fidm  owner. 
T.  XloMptoN, 

(2),  Sxeeutio*  agtdttat  Membi 
Scire  Faeiaa, 
The  Stat.  A  &  &  Vict,  c 
enables  the  "  Patent  Rollii^  ant 
pressing  Iron  Company"  to  si 
be  sued  in  the  name  of  their 
tary;  and  enacts,  that  every  jnclj 
&C.,  shall  and  may  be  Uwfol 
ecut«d  against,  and  have  the  lik< 
upon,  the  person  and  estate  of 
individual  shareholder,  as  if  1 
been  by  name  a  party  to  the  pi 
ings :  provided,  that  no  ext 
against  any  person  being  or  1 
ceased  to  be  a  shareholder  all 
issued  without  leave  first  grao' 
the  Court  in  which  the  judgmei 
shall  have  been  obtained,  upon 
tion  in  open  Court,  and  after  no 
such  motion  given  to  the  person 
charged : — H^d,  that  su^  exe 
could  not  he  issued  against  an 
vidual  shareholder  merely  on  m 
but  that  there  must  also  be  a  pn 
scire  facias.  Held,  also,  that  sui 
ecution  might  be  had  upon  a  judj 
in  an  action  brought  against  the . 
tary,  for  work  done  for  ^e  Compa 


JOINT-STOCK  BANKING  C 
PANY. 

Action  not  maintainable  except  ag 
Public  Officer—Pleadingt. 
The  creditor  of  a  banking  co 
nership,  established  and  carryin 
busmess  under  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  < 
cannot  sue  an  individual  memb 
the  company  for  his  debt,  but 
proceed' agamst  the  public  officer, 
suant  to  tiie  9th  section  of  that 
— at  least,  where  it  appears  that  i 
is  a  public  officer,  and  tliat  he  ia  « 
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the  jurisdiction.  Therefore,  a  plea  to 
an  action  against  an  individual  mem- 
her  of  the  company,  which  stated  that 
the  causes  of  action  accrued  against  a 
certain  banking  copartnership  esta- 
blished under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  and 
not  otherwise,  of  which  copartnership 
the  defendant  was  a  member ;  that  the 
causes  of  action  accrued  against  the 
defendant  as  such  member  and  not 
otherwise;  that  S.  B.  and  W.  D.  had 
been  duly  appointed  and  registered 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  as  public 
officers  of  the  copartnership,  to  sue 
and  be  sued  on  behalf  of  Uie  same, 
and  that  the  said  person,  so  being 
and  being  duly  nominated  and  ap- 
pointed and  registered  as  such  public 
officers,  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  were  living,  and  re- 
sident in  England  and  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Court, — was  held  a 
good  answer  to  the  action.  Such 
a  plea  is  properly  pleaded  in  bar, 
and  not  in  abatement.  Held,  also, 
that  the  plea  was  not  bad  as  amount- 
ing to  an  argumentative  denial  of 
the  contract,  for  that  it  admitted  that 
the  defendant  contracted,  but  avoided 
the  effect  of  that  admission  by  the 
statutable  exemption  from  an  action 
in  his  favour: — that  the  plea  need 
not  state  that  the  public  officers  were 
nominated  while  the  company  car- 
ried on  the  business  of  banking, 
by  issuing  notes,  &c. ;  or  that  the 
causes  of  action  did  not  arise  against 
the  defendant  in  his  character  as  a 
banker.  Heldy  also,  that  the  plea,  taking 
it  altogether,  sufficiently  alleged  that 
the  two  persons  therein  mentioned  ac- 
tually were  public  officers  of  the  com- 
pany.    Steward  Y,  Greaves,  711 

JURY. 

See  Special  Jury. 
Writ  op  Trial. 

(1).  Challenge — haw  made. 
A  challenge  to  the  array  or  to  the 


polls  ought  to  be  propounded  in  such 
a  way  at  the  trial  as  that  it  may  be 
then  put  upon  the  nisi  prius  record, 
so  that  the  other  party  may  either 
demur  or  counterplead,  or  deny  the 
matter  of  challenge;  and  unless  the 
challenges  are  so  put  on  the  record, 
the  party  is  not  in  a  condition  as  a 
matter  of  right  to  insist  upon  them. 
Although  the  Court  would  proba- 
bly in  some  cases,  where  a  valid 
challenge  has  been  made  and  over- 
ruled at  nisi  prius,  but  omitted  to  be 
put  upon  the  record,  grant  a  new 
trial,  they  will  not  do  so  where  the 
party  must  have  been  aware  of  the 
ground  of  challenge  before  the  trial, 
and  might  by  moving  to  change  the 
venue  have  obviated  the  objection. 
Mayor  ^*c.  of  Carmarthen  v.  Evans^ 

274 

(2).  What  treating  of  avoide 
Verdict. 

Where  two  of  the  jury,  during  the 
progress  of  a  trial  which  lasted  two 
days,  dined  and  slept  at  the  house  of 
the  defendant  on  the  evening  of  the 
first  day,  and  consequently  before  the 
summing  up : — Held,  that  this  did  not 
avoid  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant. 
Ileldj  also,  that  it  was  discretionary 
with  the  Court  whether  they  would 
set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant  a  new 
trial  in  such  a  case;  and  where  the 
party  making  the  application  declared 
that  he  did  not  entertain  any  belief 
that  the  jurors,  in  giving  their  verdict, 
were  influenced  by  their  visit,  and 
there  were  no  grounds  for  suspicion 
of  unfairness,  the  Court  refused  to  set 
aside  the  verdict.  Morris,  Bart.  v. 
Fioian,  137 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

(1).  Tenancy  from   Year  to  Year, 
Evidence  of. 

In  debt  for  rent,  stating  a  demise  of 
a  messuage  Sec.  by  the  plaintiff  to 
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W.  H^  for  one  year,  and  bo  on  from 
year  to  year  if  they  should  respectively 
please,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  1401., 
payable  quarterly,  and  an  assignment 
by  W.  H.  to  the  defendant,  the  pl^n- 
tiff  proved  an  agreement  (signed  by 
himself  only)  for  a  lease  of  the  pre- 
mises by  him  to  W.  H.  for  seven  years, 
at  I40I.  a  year,  that  no  lease  had  been 
actually  executed,  but  that  W>  H>  had 
entered  into  poBsession  shortly  after 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  had 
paid  two  qnarten'  rent,  at  the  rate  of 
14W.  ft  year  -.—Held,  that  this  was 
BulBdent  evidence  of  a  tenancy  from 
year  to  year,  as  stated  in  the  declar- 
ation,  and  in  which  W.  H.  had  an  as- 
signable interest.  Braytkwayte  v. 
HUeheock,  94 

(2).  UnderUtsee,  when  liable  for 
Coat*  of  Action  againtt  Leuee/or 
NotMrepair. 

A  messuage  and  premises  were  de- 
mised to  the  plaintiff  by  a  lease  bear- 
ing date  the  10th  of  May  1628,  for 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from 
the  25th  of  March  then  last;  which 
lease  contained  covenants  to  paint  the 
outside  of  the  premises  once  in  every 
three  years,  and  the  inside  once  in 
every  seven  years,  and  to  repair  and 
keep  in  repair  the  premises,  and  also 
to  do  any  repairs  which  on  a  view  of 
the  premises  by  the  lessor  should  be 
found  wanting,  of  which  notice  should 
be  given.  By  a  lease  dated  the  15th  of 
Jtme  1830,  the  plaintiff  demised  the 
premises  to  the  defendant  for  the  resi- 
due of  the  term,  wanting  ten  days,  con- 
taining covenants,  with  the  exception 
of  a  stipulation  as  to  painting  the 
outside  wood-work,  in  precisely  the 
same  terms  as  those  contained  in  the 
original  lease.  The  original  lessors 
having  brought  an  action  against  the 
pliuntiff  for  broaches  of  the  covenant 
to  repair,  he  applied  to  the  defendant 
to  perform  the  repairs,  and  for  in- 
structions as  to  the  course  he  should 
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pnrane  with  respect  to 
the  action.  The  defendant  denie 
that  any  notice  to  repair  had  beei 
given,  and  insisted  that  the  premise 
did  not  require  it ;  the  plaintiff  there 
upon  offered  to  snffer  judgment  b' 
default,  which  the  defendant  refiisei 
to  assent  to.  The  plwntiff  then  gavi 
the  defendant  notice,  that  as  he  hai 
denied  that  any  notice  to  repair  hai 
been  served,  and  insisted  that  the  pre 
mises  were  not  out  of  repair,  he  shouli 
traverse  the  breaches  of  covenant  as 
signed,  and  try  the  question,  holdinf 
the  defendant  responsible  for  tbi 
costs.  This  he  accordingly  did,  ant 
the  result  was,  that  the  original  lessor 
recovered  £68  damages,  and5S^  12f 
for  costs,  and  he  himself  incurre< 
costs  amounting  to  53/.  \4t.  4d.i— 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en 
titled  to  recover  from  the  defendau 
the  coats  of  defending  the  action,  aj 
they  were  not  necessarily  occasione< 
by  the  defendant's  breach  of  the  cove 
uant  to  repair.  Held,  also,  that  al 
though  the  covenants  contained  in  thi 
sub-lease  were  (with  the  exception  o: 
that  relating  to  painting)  the  same  ii 
words  as  those  contained  in  the  ori' 
ginal  lease,  they  were,  in  effect,  sub- 
stantially different,  the  periods  at  whicli 
the  leases  were  granted  being  dif- 
ferenL  iS«ni£/«,  that  the  plaintiff  oughl 
to  have  paid  the  amount  of  the  dilapi- 
datioDs  into  Court,  instead  of  defend- 
ing the  action.  Walker  v.  Hatttm. 
24S 

(3).  Implied  Obligation  to  repair. 

Where  the  tenant  of  a  house  under- 
takes by  his  agreement  to  keep  it  in 
as  good  repair  as  when  he  took  it 
fair  wear  and  tear  excepted,  he  is  nol 
entitled  to  quit  upon  its  becoming  un- 
inhabitable for  want  of  other  repair! 
during  the  term  ;  and  the  landlord  U 
under  no  implied  obligation  to  do  anv 
repairs  in  such  a  case.  Arden  v. 
PuUen,  821 
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(4).  IHstresa, 

Sale  by  Landlord  under, 

QtUBTCy  whether  a  landlord,  who 
has  seized  his  tenant's  hay  and  straw 
under  a  distress  for  rent,  may  sell  it, 
subject  to  a  condition  that  the  pur- 
chaser shall  consume  it  on  the  pre- 
mises, according  to  the  custom  of  the 
country.     Frwher  v.  Lee^  709 

LIBEL. 
Actionable  Words. 

The  defendant  published  a  placard 
stating  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an 
overseer  of  the  poor,  "  that  when  out 
of  office  he  had  advocated  low  rates, 
and  when  in  office  had  advocated  high 
rates,  and  that  he  (the  defendant) 
would  not  trust  him  with  5/.  of  his 
property :" — Held^  that  these  words 
were  actionable  per  se,  without  any 
innuendo.     Cheese  v.  Scalesy         488 

LIEN. 
See  Detinue. 

LIGHTING    AND   WATCHING 

ACT. 

Under  the  general  Lighting  and 
Watching  Act,  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c  90, 
a  majority  of  two-thirds  of  the  rate- 
payers of  a  parish  is  required  only  at 
the  original  meeting  to  be  held  under 
the  9th  section,  for  determining  as  to 
the  adoption  of  the  act,  and  as  to  the 
amount  which  the  inspectors  shall 
have  power  to  call  for  in  any  year : 
but  where  the  parish  has  adopted  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  a  majority  of 
two-thirds  is  not  necessary,  in  order 
to  determine  the  amount  to  be  raised 
for  the  parpose  of  the  act  in  a  sub- 
sequent year,  under  s.  18;  but  the 
resolution  of  a  simple  majority  of 
the  rate-payers  voting  at  the  meeting 
called  for  that  purpose,  or,  in  case  of 


a  poll  being  demanded,  of  the  rate- 
payers voting  upon  it,  is  sufficient. 
Beechey  v.  Quenteryy  65 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE   OF. 

See  Estate  Tail. 
Pleading,  III.  (2). 
Process,  (2). 

Construction  of  a  document  given 
in  evidence  as  an  acknowledgment  of 
title  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c. 
27,  8.  17.     Fursdon  v.  Clogy,      572 

MANOR. 
Custom — Evidence, 

On  a  question  as  to  the  existence  of 
a  custom  in  a  particular  manor,  evi- 
dence of  a  like  custom  in  an  adjoining 
manor,  though  within  the  same  parish 
and  leet^  is  not  admissible.    Not  even 
though  there  be  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  latter  manor  was  a  subinfeudation 
of  the  former ;  at  least,  unless  it  be 
clearly  shewn  that  they  were   sepa- 
rated after  the  time  of  legal  memory, 
since   otherwise  they  may  have  had 
different  immemorial  customs.     Evi- 
dence of  payment  of  an  annual  sum  of 
4*.  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  W.  to 
the  lord  of  the  manor  of  C.  "  for  the 
manor  of  W.,"  was  held  not  to  be 
sufficient  evidence  that  W.  was  such 
a  subinfeudation  of  C.    A  deed  dated 
in  1605,  made  between  the  lord  of 
the   manor  of  C.  of  the   one  part, 
and  a    number   of  the   copyholders 
of  the  manor  of  the  other,  reciting 
that  the  customs   of  the  manor,  of 
and  concerning  their   copyhold  pre- 
mises, had  immemorially  been  claimed 
to  be  as  thereinafler  expressed^  pro- 
ceeded to  state  in  detail  various  alleged 
customs,  among  which  no  mention  was 
made  of  any  custom  for  the  copy- 
holders to  take  minerals.     The  deed 
then  stated,  that  whereas,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  said  copyholders,  and  in 
consideration  of  £1500  paid  by  them 
to  the  lord,  he  had  agi^eed  that  the 


Mid  customs  should  be  Allowed,  ra- 
tified, and  conSnned,  and  that  the  co- 
pyholders were  coatented  to  submit 
t«  them :  therefore  the  lord  did  there- 
by, for  him  and  his  heirs,  allow  all  the 
said  customs  to  be  the  true  customs  of 
the  manor.  For  and  touching  all  the 
said  customary  and  copyhold  Unda 
before  mentioned ;  and  the  lord  then 
coTenanted  with  the  said  copyholders 
that  he,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should 
be  bound  by  the  said  customs  for  ever, 
and  that  the  copyholders,  their  heirs 
and  assies,  should  enjoy  them  for 
ever  without  interruption ;  and  the 
copyholders  covenanted  with  him  that 
they  would  at  all  times  thereafter  sub- 
mit themselves  to  and  be  bound  by  the 
said  customs.  It  was  then  provided, 
that  forasmuch  as  some  matter  or 
point  of  custom  within  the  manor,  not 
ther^  mentioned,  might  come  in  ques- 
tion, and  doubts  might  be  made  of  the 
true  exposition  of  some  matter  or  cus- 
tom therein  set  forth,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  jiarties  that  if  any  such 
matter,  point,  or  custom,  should  come 
iu  question,  it  should  be  settled  by  a 
jury  to  be  summoned  as  therein  men- 
tioned. And  it  was  further  agreed, 
that  none  of  the  ancient  court  rolls  of 
the  manor  should  be  shewed  or  taken 
to  prejudice  or  impugn  any  of  the  cus- 
toms therein  specified.  Tliia  deed  was 
confirmed  in  terms  by  a  decree  in 
Chancery,  which  contiuned  a  clause 
providing  that  it  should  not,  nor  should 
the  said  customs,  extend  but  to  the 
complainants  and  defendants  (the  co- 
pyholders whowere  parties  to  the  deed, 
and  the  lord),  and  to  the  complain- 
ants'  copyhold  tenements,  and  should 
not  be  prejudicial  to  the  lord  concern- 
ing any  other  copyholds  in  the  ma- 
nor:— Held,  that  ihh  deed  was  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  against  a  copyholder 
deriving  title  under  one  of  the  parties 
to  it,  to  negative  the  existence  of  a  cus- 
tom of  the  manor  for  the  copyholders 
to  take  the  minerals  under  their  re- 


NAVIGATION  ACT. 

spectlvo  copyholds.  Sembte,  that  it 
would  have  been  evidence  for  the  same 
purpose,  even  against  a  copyholder  not 
deriving  title  under  any  of  the  parties 
to  it.  MarquU  of  Aiyletey  t.  lorrf 
Haiherton,  218 

MINES. 
CoHilntetum  of  Demise  of. 
Covenant.  —  By  an  indenture  of 
lease,  the  plaintiff  demised  to  the  de- 
fendant bU  mines  and  beds  of  coal, 
dec,  which  then  had  been,  or  there- 
after during  the  demise  should  be  dis- 
covered or  opened  under  the  lands  be- 
longing to  Dyffryn  Moose,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  £20,  to  be  paid  whe- 
ther any  coal  should  be  worked  or 
not,  together  with  Id.  per  ton  for 
every  ton  of  coal,  &c^  raised.  And 
the  defendant  covenanted  that  he 
would  at  all  times  during  the  demise 
work  the  said  mines  in  a  proper  and 
workmanUke  manner.  Breach,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  work  the  said 
mines  in  a  proper  and  workmanlike 
manner,  but,  on  the  contrary,  per- 
mitted the  mines  to  lie  and  the  same 
were  wholly  ungotten.  Plea,  that  the 
said  mines  were  never  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  said  demise  worked  or  gotten, 
nor  did  he  the  defendant,  at  any  time 
since  or  during  the  demise,  work  or 
get  the  mines ! — Ueld,  on  demurrer, 
that  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  by  the 
pleadings  that  the  mines  had  not  been 
worked  at  all,  the  defendant  was  not 
liable  on  this  covenant  for  not  work- 
ing them  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
the  subject-matter  of  demise  being, 
not  all  the  mines  under  the  lands  spe- 
cified, but  only  such  as  cither  had 
been  or  should  be  discovered  or 
opened.    Qitarrington  v.  Arthur,  335 

NAVIGATION  ACT. 
By  an  act  of  Parlbment,  G  &■  7 
Will.  4,  c.  ci,  (local  and  personal),  cer- 
tain persons  were  mcorporated  for  the 
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puq)ose  of  improving  the  navigation 
of  the  River  Parrett,  and  they  were 
thereby  empowered  to  take  tolls  in  re- 
spect of  the  transit  or  conveyance  of 
goods  thereon: — Held,  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  enactment  on 
the  subject  in  the  act,  the  duties  of 
the  company  were  confined  to  matters 
relating  to  the  navigation,  and  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  the  sewerage 
of  the  river,  as  to  clear  away  weeds, 
which,  though  injurious  to  the  adjoin- 
ing lands,  were  no  detriment  to  the 
navigation.  Parrett  Namgation  Com- 
pany v.  Robins,  593 

NEGLIGENCE. 

JVhen  actionable. 

The  general  rule  of  law  respecting 
negligence  is,  that  although  there  may 
have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  yet  unless  he  might,  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have 
avoided  the  consequences  of  the  de- 
fendant's negligence,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover.  Therefore,  where  the  de- 
fendant negligently  drove  his  horses 
and  waggon  against  and  killed  an  ass, 
which  had  been  left  in  the  highway 
fettered  in  the  fore-feet,  and  thus  un- 
able to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  de- 
fendant's waggon,  which  was  going  at 
a  smartish  pace  along  the  road,  it  was 
held,  that  the  jury  were  properly  di- 
rected, that  although  it  was  an  illegal 
act  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  so  to 
put  the  animal  on  the  highway,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  2>a- 
vies  V.  Mann,  546 

NOTICE  OF  ACTION. 

See  Constable. 

To  Magistrate, 

Where  a  notice  of  action  to  a  ma- 
gistrate was  signed  by  the  plaintiff 
himself,  but  indorsed  by  his  attorney : 
— Held,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient, 

VOL.  X. 


the  indorsement  by  the  attorney  being 
all  the  Stat.  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  1,  re- 
quires. Held,  also,  that  service  by  the 
clerk  of  the  attorney  was  sufficient, 
and  that  the  notice  need  not  be  served 
by  the  attorney  himself.  Morgan  v. 
Leach,  558 

PALACE. 

Exception  of  from  Sewers*  Rate* 

An  information  of  intrusion  stated, 
that  the  defendants  intruded  and 
made  entry  on  a  certain  messuage  or 
dwelling-house,  situate  &C.,  and  being 
parcel  of  the  royal  palace  of  Kensing- 
ton, then  in  the  occupation  of  our 
Lady  the  Queen,  and  which  was  in 
the  hands  and  possession  of  the  Queen 
in  right  of  her  Crown.  The  defend- 
ants pleaded,  in  the  form  given  by 
the  Stat.  23  Hen.  8,  c  5,  s.  11,  that 
they  committed  the  trespasses  under 
the  authority  of  a  commission  of 
sewers,  for  tax  assessed  by  the  said 
commission: — HeUI,  on  demurrer, 
that  this  form  of  plea  was  not  allow- 
able in  an  information  of  intrusion  at 
the  suit  of  the  Crown.  A  distress 
cannot  be  levied  for  sewers'  rates 
within  the  precincts  of  a  royal  palace, 
occupied  as  the  residence  of  the  Sove- 
reign ;  and  Kensington  Palace  is 
within  this  description.  But  semble, 
that  the  averment  in  this  informa- 
tion did  not  sufficiently  show  the 
palace  to  be  the  residence  of  the  Sove- 
reign. Attorney-General  v.  Donald- 
son, 117 

PARTICULARS  OF   DEMAND. 

See  Trespass. 

1.  Indebitatus  assumpsit  by  the  as- 
signees of  a  bankrupt.  The  first  four 
counts  were  for  goods  sold,  money 
paid  and  had  and  received,  and  on  an 
account  stated,  laying  the  promises  to 
the  bankrupt ;  the  5th,  6th,  and  7th 
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counts  were  for  goods  sold,  money 
had  and  received,  and  on  an  account 
stated,  laying  the  promises  to  the 
assignees.  Pleas,  first,  except  as  to 
820/.  parcel,  &c,  and  except  as  to 
140/.  parcel  of  the  sums  in  the  first, 
second,  third  and  fourth  counts  men- 
tioned, non  assumpsit.  Secondly,  as 
to  the  said  sum  of  140/.,  parcel  of  the 
monies  in  the  first,  second,  third,  and 
fourth  counts  mentioned,  a  plea  of 
mutual  credit,  which  had  heen  de- 
murred to,  and  on  argument  judgment 
given  for  the  defendant.  Thirdly,  as 
to  the  320/.  payment  of  that  sum  into 
Court,  which  the  plaintiffs  took  out 
and  joined  issue,  on  the  plea  of  non 
assumpsit.  The  following  were  the 
particulars  of  demand  delivered  prior 
to  the  pleas.  '<  This  action  is  brought 
to  recover  the  sum  of  140/.,  the  value 
of  certain  yam ;  also  the  sum  of  316/., 
the  proceeds  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
drawn  by  J.  M.  and  indorsed  by  the 
bankrupt  to  the  defendant ;  also,  4/., 
the  proceeds  of  a  cheque;  and  80/. 
in  cash;  the  said  yarn,  bill  of  ex- 
change, cheque  and  cash  having  been 
received  by  the  defendants  from  or 
by  the  authority  of  the  bankrupt, 
about  the  months  of  September  or 
October,  1839.  The  particular  date 
is  known  to  the  defendants.*'  At  the 
trial,  the  cause  proceeded  for  the 
recovery  of  the  sum  of  140/.  only, 
and  no  evidence  was  adduced  as  to 
the  80/.  cash.  It  was  objected  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  go 
into  evidence  as  to  the  140/.,  as  that 
sum  was  already  satisfied  by  the  judg- 
ment upon  the  demurrer,  and  that  that 
sum  must  be  struck  out  of  the  parti- 
culars of  demand;  but  the  learned 
judge  received  the  evidence,  giving 
the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit.  A  rule  having  been  ac- 
cordingly granted  on  that  ground — 
Heldy  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
give  evidence  of  goods  sold  to  the 
amount  of  140/.,  upon  the  other  counts 


of  the  declaration,  to  which  the  plea 
was  not  pleaded,  and  might  apply  the 
particulars  to  those  counts.  Russell 
V.  Belly  340 

2.  The  first  count  of  a  declaration 
in  assumpsit  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
was  employed  by  the  defendants  as  a 
carman,  at  wages  after  the  rate  of 
160/.  a  year,  and  cliumed  damages 
for  his  discharge  without  just  cause 
during  the  year;  there  was  also  a 
count  for  work  and  labour.  The 
particulars  of  demand  stated,  that  the 
plaintiff,  besides  seeking  to  recover 
damages  under  the  special  count,  also 
sought  to  recover,  under  the  indebi- 
tatus count,  37/.,  the  balance  of  ac- 
count for  a  quarter  s  work  done  by 
him  for  the  defendants,  commencing 
on  the  dOth  June,  and  ending  on  the 
30th  September,  1842,  after  giving 
credit  for  3/.  paid  on  account  thereof. 
It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  discharged  on  the  30th  July, 
1842,  for  misconduct,  which  the  jury 
found  to  be  a  sufficient  cause  for  his 
dismissal;  that  he  worked  out  that 
day,  and  that  on  the  next  morning 
the  defendants  sent  for  him,  and  he 
remained  working  there  that  day  also, 
and  then  left.  The  jury  found  that 
the  value  of  those  two  days*  work  was 
40*.,  but  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
month's  wages,  and  he  accordinglv 
had  a  verdict  for  10/.  6*.  Sd^  allow- 
ing for  the  3/.,  which  had  been  paid 
in  advance : — Held^  that  tAe  plaintiff 
was  not  precluded  by  his  particulars 
from  recovering  this  sum.  Hurcum 
V.  Stericker,  553 

3.  Declaration  in  assiunpsit  contain- 
ed three  counts ;  the  first,  on  a  promis- 
sory note  for  50/.;  the  second,  on 
another  note  to  the  like  amount ;  and 
the  third  for  100/.  on  an  account 
stated.  The  particulars  of  demand 
were  as  follows:  ''This  action  is 
brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  50/., 
being  the  amount  of  the  promissory 


PARTNERSHIP. 


PATENT. 


813 


note  in  the  first  count  of  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  and  also  the  further 
sum  of  50/.,  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
missory note  in  the  second  count  men- 
tioned. Above  are  the  particulars  of 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  for  the  recovery 
whereof  he  will  avail  himself  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  declaration." 
No  evidence  of  the  promissory  notes 
was  given  at  the  trial,  but  a  conversa- 
tion with  the  defendant  was  proved,  in 
which  he  acknowledged  he  owed  the 
plaintiff  100/.  :—Held,  that  the  parti- 
culars were  insufficient  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  and  that,  in  order 
to  do  so,  he  was  bound  to  prove  an 
admission  or  an  account  stated  with 
reference  to  the  promissory  notes. 
Roberts  v.  Elsworthy  653 

PARTNERSHIP. 

I.  By  a  deed  dated  7th  May,  1839, 
a  company  was  formed  called  the 
West  Mining  Association,  of  which 
the  defendants  were  directors.  The 
plaintiff,  by  an  agreement  dated  10th 
July,  1839,  agreed  to  sell  to  this 
company  1000  shares  in  the  Pennance 
Mills  Mining  Company,  to  be  paid 
for  by  the  sum  of  1385/.,  and  by  the 
delivering  to  him  of  200  scrip  certifi- 
cates of  shares  in  the  West  Mining 
Association.  The  money  was  to  be 
paid  on  the  1st  of  August,  1841. 
Immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
agreement,  200  scrip  certificates  were 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff's  agent,  and 
entered  in  the  register  book  of  the 
West  Mining  Association  in  the  plain- 
tiff's name.  The  defendants  after- 
wards gave  the  plaintiff  the  following 
promissory  note,  dated  August  17, 
1839:  "We  jointly  promise  to  pay 
to  J.  F.  (the  plaintiff)  1385/.,  on  the 
1st  of  August,  1841,  for  value  re- 
ceived in  Pennance  shares  pursuant 
to  annexed  contract."  This  note  was 
signed  by  all  the  defendants  in  their 


individual  names.  The  deed  of  set- 
tlement of  the  West  Mining  Com- 
pany provided  that  holders  of  scrip 
certificates  should  not  be  considered 
as  qualified  proprietors;  and  that  a 
certain  proportion  of  the  net  profits  of 
the  year  should  be  divided  amongst 
the  shareholders  and  scrip- certificate 
holders,  in  proportion  to  their  several 
shares  and  interests.  The  plaintiff 
had  not  paid  any  instalmente  nor 
signed  the  deed  of  settlement,  but 
continued  to  be  the  holder  of  the 
scrip  certificates : — Held^  in  an  action 
brought  upon  the  note,  that  a  plea 
that  the  defendants  made  the  note  as 
directors  and  on  behalf  of  the  mining 
co-partnership,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  partner  with  the  defendants, 
was  not  supported  by  proof  of  the 
above  facts.     Fox  v.  Friths  131 

2.  A.,  B.,  and  C.  verbally  agreed 
that  they  should  bring  out  and  be 
jointly  interested  in  a  periodical  pub- 
lication. A.  was  to  be  the  publisher, 
and  to  make  and  receive  general  pay- 
ments, B.  to  be  the  editor,  and  C.  the 
printer ;  and  after  payment  of  all  ex- 
penses, they  were  to  share  the  profits 
of  the  work  equally.  C.  was  to  fur- 
nish the  paper,  and  charge  it  to  the 
account  at  cost  prices.  No  profits 
were  ever  made,  nor  any  accounts 
settled.  The  plaintiff  furnished  paper 
to  A.,  for  the  purpose  of  being  used 
by  him  in  printing  the  periodical : — 
Held^  that  B.  and  C.  were  not  jointly 
liable  with  A.  for  the  price  of  it. 
Wilson  V.  Whitehead,  503 

PATENT. 
Notice  of  Objections  to. 

To  a  declaration  for  the  infringe* 
ment  of  a  patent,  the  defendant  plead- 
ed, that  the  nature  of  the  invention 
and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  per- 
formed were  not  particularly  described 
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PAVING  ACT. 


in  the  specification ;  and  also,  that  the 
iavention  wai  not  nev:  and  the  ob- 
jeetionfi  delivered  with  the  pleas  under 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  a.  5,  stated,  first, 
that  the  specification  did  not  suffi- 
ciently describe  the  nature  of  the  in- 
vention and  the  manner  in  which  it 
was  to  be  performed ;  and  secondly, 
that  the  invention  was  not  new,  and 
had  been  wholly  or  in  part  used  and 
made  public  before  the  obtaining  of 
the  letters  patent  :—KeW,  that  the 
first  of  these  objections  was  sufficient, 
but  that  the  second  was  bad,  and 
ought  to  have  pointed  out  what  por- 
tions of  the  alleged  invention  were 
previously  in  use.  Heath  v.  Untoin, 
684 

PAUPER. 

Eieptplion  o/Jrom  Co»t$. 

1.  A  plaintiff  suing  in  formft  pau- 
peris is  exempted  from  the  paj-ment 
of  interlocutory  equally  as  of  final 
cosls.     Pratt  v.  Delanie;  509 

2.  A  person  admitted  to  sue  in 
forrad  pauperis  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  is  liable,  on  nonsuit 
or  verdict  for  the  defendant,  to  the 
costs  antecedent  to  the  date  of  the  or- 
der.    Doe  A.  Ellia  v.  Owens,         514 


PAVING  ACT. 

By  a  local  act  of  Parliament,  pav- 
ing comniisgionera  were  authorized  to 
pave  and  cleanse  certain  streets, 
squares,  &c.,  within  a  township,  and 
to  charge  the  expenses  upon  "  the 
owners  of  buildiaya,  ground,  or  land 
adjoining  the  said  streets,  squares," 
&c. !  provided,  that  if  certain  sewers 
required  enlarging,  "  the  owners  of 
nouses,  buildings,  lands,  grounds,  or 
hereditamenlt,"  should  pay  only  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  the  expense.  B.,  a 
clergyman,  being  desirous  of  building 
a  church,  and  setting  out  a  church- 
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yard,  purcluued  a  plot  of  ground, 
which  was  conveyed  to  T.  and  O.,  u 
trustees  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
church  and  churchyard  having  been 
built  and  set  out  accordingly,  were 
duly  consecrated.  By  the  deed  d 
consecration,  the  right  of  letting  or 
otherwise  disposing  of  the  pew^ 
vaults,  and  graves  in  the  church  and 
churchyard  was  reserved  to  B.  The 
church  and  churchyard  adjoined  a 
street  which  had  been  paved  by  the 
commissioners.  B.  conveyed  to  the 
defendant  in  fee,  by  way  of  mortgage, 
the  pews  and  vaults  in  and  under  the 
church  remaining  unsold,  and  so  much 
of  the  churchyard  as  had  not  been 
sold,  together  with  the  rent,  pensions, 
stipends,  &c  thereunto  belonging. 
The  defendant  received  the  rents  and 
profits  arising  from  the  pews,  vaults, 
and  graves  in  the  church  and  church- 
yard, and  appropriated  the  same  in 
part  satisfaction  of  his  debt: — Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  be 
charged,  as  he  was  not  "  the  owner  of 
buildings,  ground,  or  land,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  Conitable»,  J-c, 
of  Chorlton-npon-Medloek  v.  Walker, 
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See  Detinue. 

l!..OLVE»,,(2). 

Joint-Stock   Banking  Com- 
pany. 
Practice,  (2). 
Prescription  Act. 
Sale  by  Auction. 
Slander. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

I.  Declaration, 

(I).  Jffaiiut  Sherifo»8A»»e,e.  14, 
».  1. 

A  declaration  in  cnse  against  the 
sheriff,  on  the  slat.  8  Anne,  c  14,  for 
removing  goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa. 


PLEADING. 


PLEADING. 


615 


without  payment  of  arrears  of  rent 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  must  shew  dis- 
tinctly that  the  tenancy  in  the  pre- 
mises subsisted  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure  of  the  goods :  and  this  is  not 
sufficiently  averred  by  a  statement, 
that  the  debtor  heretofore,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time  then 
past,  occupied  certain  premises  as  te- 
nant thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  defendant  took  certain  goods 
*<  then  lying  and  being  in  and  upon 
the  premises,  so  in  the  tenure  and 
occupancy  of"  the  debtor  as  afore- 
said.    RUeley  y.RyUy  101 

C2).  In  Covenant  for  Non-Payment 
of  Mortgage-Money. 

Declaration  in  covenant  stated,  that 
by  an  indenture  of  assignment  of  cer- 
tain leasehold  premises,  between  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant's  testator,  and 
W.,  the  testator,  for  himself,  his  exe- 
cutors, &C.,  covenanted  with  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  to  W.  the  sum  of  1200/., 
and  interest.  By  the  indenture  as 
set  out  in  the  plea,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  had  mortgaged  the  pre- 
mises to  W.,  with  a  proviso  that  if  the 
plaintiff,  his  executors,  &C.,  six  months 
after  demand  in  writing,  should  pay 
the  1200/.  to  W.,  W.  would  re-con- 
vcy :  that  the  assignment  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  testator  was  subject  to 
the  above  indenture  of  mortgage  to 
W.,  and  to  the  payment  to  him  of  the 
said  sum  of  1200/.  There  was  then 
a  general  covenant  for  payment  by 
the  testator  to  W.  of  the  said  sum  of 
1200/.  The  plea  then  alleged,  that 
no  demand  in  writing  of  pa}inent  of 
the  sum  of  1 200/.  was  made  upon  the 
plaintiff: — Held^  on  demurrer  to  the 
plea,  that  the  declaration  was  bad,  since, 
as  no  demand  of  payment  had  been 
made  by  W.  on  the  plaintiff  pursuant 
to  the  proviso,  the  money  was  not  due, 
and  the  defendant  was  not  liable  on  his 
covenant.     Trott  v.  Smithy  453 


II.  Pleas  in  Abatement, 

In  Case, 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  a 
bailee  of  goods  delivered  to  him  for 
reward  by  the  plaintiff,  containing 
some  counts  charging  a  misuser  of 
the  goods,  whereby  they  were  lost  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  other  counts  in  tro- 
ver, the  defendant  cannot  plead  gene- 
rally in  abatement,  that  they  were  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff  and  other  persons. 
A  plea  in  abatement  for  the  mis- 
joinder of  parties,  pleaded  to  several 
counts,  if  bad  as  to  any  of  them,  is 
bad  altogether,  and  there  must  be  a 
general  judgment  of  respondeat  ous- 
ter; although  it  would  have  been 
good  if  pleaded  separately  to  the  other 
counts.    Phillips  v.  Claggettf       102 

III.  Pleas  in  bar. 


(I),  When  bad  as  amounting  to  not 
guilty — Duplicity. 

Declaration  in  case  stated,  that  the 
defendant  was  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  P.  for  managing  a  plantation 
in  the  island  of  St.  Christopher ;  that 
the  plaintiff  resided  in  England ;  that 
the  plaintiff  and  P.  were  beneficially 
interested  in  the  above  estate  in  un- 
divided moieties,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  authorized  by  the  plaintiff 
and  P.  to  draw  bills  in  their  joint 
names,  for  the  payment  of  monies 
owing  by  them  in  respect  of  supplies 
and  necessaries  for  the  estate,  and  the 
necessary  expenses  incurred  in  its 
management;  that  certain  demands 
had  been  made,  by  persons  in  the 
island,  upon  P.,  for  the  payment  of 
debts  due  from  her,  P.,  for  necessa- 
ries supplied  for*  the  benefit  of  the 
estate,  before  the.defendant*s  appoint- 
ment as  agent,  and  for  which,  as  the 
defendant  knew,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
liable.  Breach,  that  the  defendant, 
in  violation  of  his  duty,  and  without 
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the  knowledge  or  conwiit  of  the  plain- 
titt,  and  for  the  purpose  only  of  pro- 
viiUng  funds  to  tatisfy  the  debts  so 
owing  by  P.,  drew  a  bill  in  the  joint 
names  m  the  plaintiff  and  P.,  which 
ms  refused  acceptance,  and  on  which 
the  pluntiff  and  P.  were  sued  to 
judgment  by  the  holder  in  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  in  St.  Christopher, 
and  to  satisfy  which  judgment  their 
estate  was  sold.  Plea,  that  the  said  ne- 
cessaries, in  respect  of  which  the  said 
bill  was  drawn,  were  proTided  for  the 
benefit  as  well  of  the  rights  and  inter- 
ests of  the  plaintiff  as  of  P.  in  the  said 
estate,  while  they  were  jointly  interest- 
ed therein  as  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  for  their  joint  benefit,  and 
that  as  well  the  rights  and  interests 
ai  the  plaintiff  as  of  P.  in  the  estate 
were,  accordinf  to  the  laws  of  the 
island,  liable  to  the  payment  of  that 
debt ;  and  that  the  defendant,  by  the 
authority  and  with  the  leave  and  li- 
cense of  the  plaintiff  and  P.,  drew  the 
said  bill : — Held,  on  spedal  demurrer, 
that  the  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity : — 
Held,  also,  that  the  first  part  of  the 
plea  amounted  to  not  f^uilty,  inasmuch 
as  in  effect  it  denied  the  wrongful  act 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  vis.  the 
drawing  of  the  bill  for  a  purpose  for 
which  the  defendant  had  no  right  un- 
der his  authority  to  draw  it.  Piehoood 
V.  Ntate,  206 


A  plea,  that  the  several  mtppoted 
causes  of  action  in  the  deckralion 
mentioned  did  not  accrue  to  the  plain- 
tiff within  six  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  is  good. 
Eaveslqfv.  RiuteU,  365 

(3).  Plea  of  Statute  of  Fraudt. 

To  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  for 
goods  sold,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that  at  the  time  when  the  defendant 
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became  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  he  became 
indebted  upon  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  the  goods  therein  mentioned,  for  a 
price  exceeding  10/. ;  that  the  de- 
fendant, being  the  buyer  thereof,  did 
not  accept  nor  actually  receive  the 
goods  or  any  part  thereof,  nor  give  or 
pay  any  thing  in  earnest  or  to  bind 
the  bargain,  or  in  part  of  payment, 
nor  was  any  note  or  memorandum  in 
writing  of  the  bargain  made  and 
signed  by  the  defendant  or  by  his 
agent  thereunto  lawfully  authorised : 
— Held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as 
being  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
contract  stated  in  the  declaration. 
Let^fy.TutoH,  393 

(4).  Tender. 
Assumpsit  on  a  promise  by  the  de- 
fendants to  pay  £250  on  the  plaintiff 
deUvering  up  certain  goods,  to  wit, 
2000  hats,  on  which  he  had  a  hen ; 
and  the  declaration  allied  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
tendered  and  offered,  to  deliver  np 
the  hats,  and  to  abandon  his  lien,  but 
that  the  defendants  refiised  to  acc^t 
them.  Plea,  that  the  tender  was  of 
two  closed  aasks,  which  the  plaintiff 
represented  contained  the  said  hals 
which  was  the  readiness  and  willing- 
ness in  the  declaration  mentioned ; 
but  that  the  defendants  did  not  then, 
or  at  any  other  time,  know,  nor  could 
they  asceitain,  the  contents  of  the  said 
casks,  or  whether  the  same  contained 
the  said  hats,  nor  had  they  any  oppor- 
tunity of  inspecting  the  contents  of 
the  said  casks ;  and  although  the 
plaintiff  was  requested  by  them  to 
open  the  casks  and  allow  them  to  ex- 
amine the  contents  thereof,  and  al- 
though the  plaintiff  had  notice  that 
they  were  willing  to  accept  the  hats 
and  to  pay  the  money;  yet  the  plain. 
tiff  refused  to  permit  the  casks  to  be 
opened,  or  to  allow  them  any  inspec- 
tion of  the  contents  thereof: — H^, 
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on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was 
bad,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial 
of  the  tender,  hherwood  v.  Whit- 
more,  757 

(5).  Giving  Colour  in  Trover — 2>m- 

plicity. 

Trover  for  two  receipts.  Plea, 
that  before  and  at  the  time  when  &c. 
the  defendants  were  lawfully  pos- 
sessed as  of  their  own  property  of  the 
same  receipts,  and  that  being  so  pos- 
sessed, the  defendants  afterwards,  and 
before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  deU- 
vered  the  same  to  one  J.  D.,  to  be 
kept  by  him  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
defendants,  and  that  J.  D.  afterwards 
and  before  the  said  time  when  &c., 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  afterwards  and  before  the 
said  time  when  &c.,  the  plaintiff  ca- 
sually lost  the  same  out  of  his  pos- 
session, and  the  same  by  finding  came 
to  the  posession  of  the  defendants; 
and  that  the  defendants  afterwards 
refused,  upon  the  request  of  the  plain- 
tiff, to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff, as  they  lawfully  might  for  the 
cause  aforesaid,  which  is  the  same 
conversion  of  which  the  plaintiff  has 
complained : — Held,  that  the  plea  was 
bad  for  duplicity,  and  for  not  confess- 
ing a  conversion.    Acraman  v.  Cooper , 

585 

See  also  post,  IV.  (1). 

IV.  Replication. 

(1).  Be  Injurid. 

To  a  declaration  against  the  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  16/1 
12«.,  drawn  by  F.  &  G.,  and  indorsed 
by  them  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  as  follows: — 1st,  That 
after  the  bill  became  due,  F.  &  G., 
being  then  the  holders,  applied  to  the 
defendant  for  payment  of  the  bill; 
that  the  defendant  paid  them  7/.  2«., 
which,  together  with  the  price  of  a 
horse  which  the  defendant  had  sold  to 


F.  &  G.,  and  the  price  of  which,  it 
was  agreed  between  them,  should. be 
set  off  and  allowed  against  the  de- 
fendant's acceptance,  F.  &  G.  ac^ 
cepted  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  bill;  and  that  the  bill  was  not 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  imtil  after  the 
said  satisfaction  and  discharge,  and 
after  it  became  due.  2ndly,  That 
before  the  bill  came  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  indorsed  in 
blank  by  F.  &  G.  to  C.  &  Co. ;  and 
that  after  it  became  due,  it  being  then 
in  the  hands  of  C.  &  Co.,  F.  &  G. 
gave  C.  &  Co.  another  bill,  accepted 
by  them,  for  the  same  amount,  which 
C.  &  Co.  received  on  account  of  the 
first- mentioned  bill,  and  which  waa 
paid  by  F.  &  G.  at  maturity;  that 
after  the  second  bill  was  so  given,  the 
defendant  paid  to  F.  &  G.  7L  2*.,  &c. 
&c.  [as  in  the  first  plea]  ;  that  at  the 
time  of  the  giving  of  the  second  bill 
by  F.  &  G.  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  said  settlement  between 
the  defendant  and  F.  &  G.,  the  bill  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  remained 
in  the  hands  of  C.  &  Co.,  and  was  not 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  until  after  the 
giving  of  the  second  bill  by  F.  &  G., 
nor  until  after  it  became  due.  To 
each  of  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied, <<  that  the  said  plea,  and  the 
statements  therein  contained,  in  man- 
ner and  form  as  the  same  are  therein 
pleaded,  are  not  true  in  substance  and 
in  fact;"  concluding  to  the  country: 
— Heldy  first,  that  the  replication  was 
bad  on-  special  demurrer,  as  being  an 
informal  de  injuria:  secondly,  that 
the  pleas  were  bad  in  substance,  be- 
cause they  did  not  shew  that  the  sum 
paid  by  the  defendant,  together  with 
the  price  of  the  horse,  equalled  the 
amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange.  Mitch' 
eU  V.  Craggy  867 

(2).  Nul  tiel  record — Signature. 

A  replication  of  nul  tiel  record,  al- 
though it  conclude  with  an  ordinary 
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verification,  does  not  require  counsel's 
Big;nature,  and  the  erroncoua  conclu- 
sion does  not  render  it  a  nullity,  bo  bb 
to  entitle  the  defendant  to  sign  judg- 
ment of  uon  proa.  Thompson  y.Nieho- 
lat,  330 

(3).  To  pita  of  Set-cf. 

To  a  plea  of  aet-off,  the  pluntiff 
replied  that,  except  as  to  97/.  I2«.  4d. 
parcel  &&,  he  was  not  at  the  com- 
mencement  of  the  suit,  and  at  the 
time  of  plea  pleaded,  indebted  mode 
ct  fonnA;  and  as  to  97^  1S«.  4d. 
parcel  Ac,  that  before  the  pleading 
of  the  replicadoD,  the  plaintiff  nad  paid 
that  sum  into  court  in  a  cross  action 
brought  against  him  by  the  defend- 
ant, which  sum  the  defendant  look 
out  of  Court  in  full  satisfaction,  &C., 
and  entered  a  nol.  pros,  to  the  rest  of 
the  declaration ;  concluding  with  a  veri- 
fication : — Held,  on  spedal  demurrer, 
that  the  replication  was  bad.  Briaeoe 
V.  nai,  735 

(4).  Traverte,  when  too  large. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange. 
Flea,  that  being  indebted  to  J.  M., 
he  the  defendant  accepted  the  bill 
and  delivered  it  to  the  drawer  for  a 
special  purpose,  viz.  that  it  might  be 
discounted  by  him,  and  the  proceeds 
paid  to  J.  M.  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt :  the  plea  then  averred  that  the 
drawer  held  the  bill  for  such  special 
purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  the  defendant.  Replication, 
^hjit  the  drawer  did  not  hold  the  bill 
for  the  8ud  special  purpose,  and  for 
the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  defend- 
ant : — Held,  that  the  traverse  was  not 
too  large,  as  it  did  not  compel  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  more  than  he  would 
otherwise  be  bound  to  prove  in  sup- 
port of  his  plea.  Eden  v.  Turtle,  635 

V.  Demurrer. 

Effect  of  it»  being  too  large. 

Semile,  that  where  there  is  a  de- 
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repugnant,  so  as  to  afford  ground  of 
error.     Cooper  v.  Langdon^  785 

PRACTICE. 
(1).  Judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit. 

1.  In  a  town  cause,  where  issue  is 
joined  in  term,  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  move  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  nonsuit  in  the  next  term  but 
one,  although  no  notice  of  trial  have 
been  given.     Heeles  v.  Kiddy  76 

2.  Where,  in  an  action  against  four 
defendants,  issue  had  been  joined 
against  three  of  them,  and  the  fourth 
had  been  discharged  imder  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act  since  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action ;  the  Court 
discharged  with  costs  a  rule  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  that  no  complete  issue  had 
been    joined.      Jackson    v.    fitting, 

640 
(2.)  Rejoining  Gratis, 

The  term  "  rejoining  gratis,"  means 
rejoining  without  a  rule  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  therefore,  where  a  defend- 
ant is  under  those  terms,  he  has  still 
four  days  from  the  delivery  of  the 
replication  in  which  to  rejoin;  the 
only  effect  of  that  term  being  to  dis- 
pense with  the  necessity  of  a  rule  to 
rejoin.     Adkins  v.  Anderson^  12 

(3.)  Amendment  qfPostea. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to 
amend  the  postea  at  half-past  nine 
o'clock  on  the  22nd  of  November, 
but  did  not  draw  it  up  until  the 
2drd,  and  it  was  not  served  until 
four  o'clock  on  the  24th : — Held,  that 
as  no  fresh  step  could  have  been 
taken  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
had  not  abandoned  the  order.  A 
judge's  direction  as  to  the  amendment 
of  a  postea  cannot  be  questioned  in 
the  Court  above,  for  there  is  no 
power  to  compel  the  production  of  his 
notes  of  the  triaL  Sand/ord  v.  Alcock, 

689 


PRESCRIPTION  ACT. 

Pleading — Unity  of  Seisin. 

In  trespass  qu.  cl.  freg.,  to  a  plea 
of  enjoyment  of  a  right  of  way  over 
the  plaintiff's  close,  by  the  occupiers 
of  a  close  called  W.,  for  twenty  years 
next  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  under  the  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c 
71,  s.  2,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  be- 
fore the  period  of  twenty  years  men- 
tioned in  the  plea,  one  W.  C.  was 
seised  in  fee,  as  well  of  the  close  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  as  of  the 
close  called  W.,  and  continued  so 
seised  during  part  of  the  said  period 
of  twenty  1  years,  to  wit,  until  &c, 
when  he  died  so  seised : — Held  bad 
on  special  demurrer;  for  that  unity 
of  seisin  was  not  inconsistent  with  the 
right  as  alleged  in  the  plea,  and  unity 
of  possession  (if  that  were  meant  by 
the  replication)  might  have  been  g^ven 
in  evidence  under  a  traverse  of  the 
right  as  alleged  in  the  plea.  JEn^« 
land  y.  Wall,  699 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

PROCESS. 

( I ) .  Writ  of  Summons, 

Description  of  Defendant, 

Where  a  defendant  was  described 
in  a  writ  of  summons  as  "  R.  S.  of 
the  city  of  London  " — Held,  that  the 
description  was  insufficient,  although 
it  was  stated  in  the  affidavits  that 
sometime  before  the  issuing  of  the 
writ  he  had  abandoned  his  house, 
and  had  no  regular  place  of  abode. 
Semblcy  that  he  ought  to  have  been 
described  as  of  his  late  abode.  Cotton 
V.  Sawyer,  328 

(2).  Continuing  Writs, 
Form  of  Indorsement  on. 
The  indorsement  on  a  second  or 


620  PROCESS. 

Bubsequent  writ  of  nunmons,  issued 
under  the  3  Will.  4,  c.  39,  «.  10,  to 
save  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  must 
contain  a  memorandum,  specl^ng 
the  date,  not  only  of  the  first  writ, 
but  of  the  return  thereto.  WUlianu 
V.  Wmamt,  174 

(2).  Amendmmtof. 

Where,  after  the  argument  of  a 
demurrer  to  a  replication  setting  out 
continuing  writs  in  answer  to  a  plea 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  theplain- 
tiff  was  allowed  to  amend  by  stating 
the  indorsement  on  the  writ  as  con- 
taining the  date  as  well  of  the  return 
■8  of  the  writ,  in  conformity  with  the 
Uniformity  of  Process  Act;  the  Court, 
on  a  subsequent  application,  also  al- 
lowed the  writs  themselves  to  be 
amended  accordingly.  Wiltianu  \. 
WiBiam, 

(3).  Jttry  Proctu. 
Comequeneet  of  d^tet  in — Amend- 

An  application  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  judgment,  on  the  ground  that 
the  cause  was  tried  afVer  the  return 
day  mentioned  in  the  distringas  jura- 
tores,  must  be  made  within  the  fin^t 
four  days  of  terra  next  following. 
And  temble,  the  Court  will  not,  in 
such  case,  interfere  at  all  on  motion, 
but  leave  the  party  to  his  writ  of  error. 
The  distringas  juratores,  instead  of 
being  made  returnable  on  the  first  day 
of  Michaelmas  Term,  was  by  mistake 
tetied  on  that  day,  and  commanded 
the  sheriff  to  distrain  the  jurors,  so 
that  he  might  hare  their  bodies  on 
the  l7tA  ^  June,  before  the  Barons 
at  Westminster,  unless  the  Chief 
Baron  should  first  rome  on  the  \bth 
of  JicnCy  at  the  tiuildhall  of  the  city 
of  London,  The  trial  took  place  on 
the  25th  of  June.  After  error  coram 
vobis  brought  by  the  defendant  on 
the  ground  of  this  irregularity  in  the 


RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

proceu,  the  Conit,  oo  motion,  allowed 
■n  amendmenb  Ckeete  t.  Sctdet,  488 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

(I).  SigkU  md  LiabaUUt  of,  « 
Carrier*. 
The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany were  authorized  by  their  act  of 
Parliament,  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  xniv, 
s.  1 56,  to  carry  and  convey  upon  the 
railway  all  such  passengers,  goods, 
merchandise,  &&,  as  should  be  offered 
to  them  for  that  purpose,  and  to  make 
such  reasonable  ehargu  for  such  car- 
riage and  conveyance  aa  they  might 
from  time  to  time  determine  on. 
Sect.  159  authorized  the  Company 
also  to  fix  the  sums  to  he  charged  in 
respect  of  small  parcels,  not  exceed- 
ing 500  lbs.  weight  each.  Bv  the 
4  WilL  4,  c  iv,  s.  19,  they  were  em- 
powered to  carry  passengers  and  good* 
on  other  railways,  and  to  make  such 
reasonable  charges  for  such  carriage 
as  they  should  determine  on.  And 
by  another  act,  the  3  Vict,  c  iIJx, 
s.  26,  it  was  enacted,  that  the  charge 
by  the  former  acts  authorized  to  be 
made  for  the  carriage  of  passenger) 
or  goods  should  be  at  all  limes  chained 
equally,  and  after  the  same  rale  in 
respect  of  all  passengers,  goods,  Sc, 
conveyed  or  propelled  by  a  like  car- 
riage or  engine,  passing  on  the  same 
portion  of  the  line,  and  under  the 
same  circumstances.  The  Company 
published  a  list  of  rates  for  the  car- 
riage of  merchandise,  divided  into 
seven  classes,  of  which  the  lowest 
was  !6«.  and  the  highest  60*.  per 
ton :  and  for  "  boxes,  bales,  ham- 
pers, or  other  packages,  when  thev 
contained  parcels  or  other  packages 
or  things  under  112  lbs.  weight  each, 
directed,  consigned,  or  intended  for 
different  persons,  or  for  more  than 
one  person,"  they  imposed  a  charge 
of  Id.  per  lb.  weight : — Held,  that  this 
was  not  a  reammable  charge  in  the 
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case  of  a  package  above  500  lbs. 
weighty  made  up  by  a  carrier  and  di- 
rected to  one  person,  although  con- 
taining a  number  of  parcels  under 
112  lbs.  weight  each,  consigned  or 
directed  to  different  persons.  The 
Company  also  became  carriers  on 
the  London  and  Birmingham  line, 
and  published  a  list  of  charges  for  the 
carriage  of  goods  from  Manchester  to 
London,  among  which  '*  Manchester 
packs  "  were  charged  Ss,  Sd,  per  cwt., 
or  65s,  per  ton.  At  the  foot  of  this 
list  was  a  notice,  that  "goods  were 
brought  to  the  station  at  Camden 
Town  without  extra  charge,"  and  that 
there  was  ^*  no  charge  for  booking  or 
delivery  in  London."  The  Company 
made  an  agreement  with  C.  &  H., 
that  the  latter  should  carry  from  the 
station  at  Camden  Town  and  deliver 
in  London  all  such  goods  carried  by 
the  railway,  and  for  so  doing  should 
receive  10*.  per  ton  out  of  the  entire 
charge  of  65*.  per  ton : — Held,  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  charge 
of  65s,  per  ton,  when  made  to  any 
other  persons  who  were  ready  to  re- 
ceive their  goods  at  the  station  at 
Camden  Town,  was  both  unreasonable 
and  unequal.  Pickford  v.  Grand 
Junction  Canal  Company,  399 

(2).  Liability  of,  for  Damage  to  House 
not  scheduled. 

By  a  railway  act,  it  was  provided, 
that  nothing  in  the  act  contained 
should  authorize  the  company  to  take, 
injure,  or  damage,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act,  any  house  or  building  which 
was  erected  on  or  before  the  30th 
November,  1835,  without  the  consent 
in  writing  of  the  owner  or  other  per- 
son interested  therein,  other  than  such 
as  were  specified  in  the  schedule  to 
the  act,  unless  the  omission  therefrom 
proceeded  from  mistake,  &c.  A  sub- 
sequent clause  contained  provisions 
for  settling  all  differences  which 
might   arise    between  the   Company 


and  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  any 
lands  which  should  be  taken,  used, 
damaged,  or  injuriously  affected  by 
the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers 
granted  by  the  act,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  satisfaction  or  compensation, 
as  well  for  damages  already  sustained, 
as  for  future  temporary,  or  perpetual, 
or  any  recurring  damages: — Held, 
that  the  Company  were  liable,  in  an 
action  on  the  case,  to  the  rever- 
sioner of  a  house  erected  before  the 
30th  November,  1835,  and  not  speci- 
fied in  the  schedule,  for  damage  done 
to  it  by  the  obstruction  of  its  lights  by 
a  railway  station  erected  by  the  Com- 
pany under  the  act,  and  by  the  dust, 
&c.,  drifted  from  the  station  and  em- 
bankment into  the  house;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  come  in 
under  the  compensation  clause.  TVir- 
ner  v.  Sheffield  and  Botherham  Bail' 
way  Company,  425 

(3).  Power  to  arch  over  public 
Thorougl^fares. 

The  Northern  and  Eastern  Railway 
Company  were  entitled,  under  their 
acts  of  Parliament,  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
c.  ciii,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  Ixxvii,  to  con- 
struct coverings  or  buildings  by  arches 
or  otherwise  over  the  public  streets 
and  thoroughfares,  if  it  were  neces- 
sary or  reasonably  convenient  for  the 
construction  of  their  station,  ware- 
houses, &c.,  at  Shoreditch,  in  like 
manner  as  they  were  entitled  to  do 
for  the  construction  of  the  railway 
itself.  A  ttomey-GeneralY.The  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  and  the 
Northern  and  Eastern  Counties  Bail- 
way  Company,  263 

RECOVERY. 

Operation  of   when  Buffeted  under 
Mistake  as  to  the  TiiU. 

A  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  reco- 
very by  mistake  treated  an  advowson 
as  being  in  gross,  when  in  fiu^t  it  was 
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appendant  to  a  manor ;  and  recited, 
that  A.,  iteiog  seised  of  the  manor 
and  advowion,  devised  the  manor  and 
other  estates,  not  ineludiny  tie  ad- 
eoKMit,  to  B^  for  life,  with  remun- 
ders  for  life  and  in  tail,  and  devised 
the  residue  of  his  real  estate  to  B.  and 
C.  in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common  ;  and 
that  B.,  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  mtncty 
of  the  advowson  *o  debited  to  him  a* 
aforetaid,  made  his  nill,  and  devised 
his  real  estate  to  his  widon  for  hfe, 
with  remainder  to  M.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail :  and 
the  deed  then  proceeded  to  convey  the 
manor  with  its  appurtenances,  and 
also  (inter  alia)  the  moiety,  fnTmerly 
of  the  Moid  B.  of  and  in  the  adwnoion, 
to  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  making 
a  tenant  to  the  precipe  to  suffer  a  re- 
covery, to  enure  to  the  use  of  M.  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son 
in  fee.  In  fact,  the  will  of  A.  con- 
tained a  sufficient  devise  of  the  manor 
and  the  appendant  advowson  to  B.  for 
life,  with  remainders  for  life  and  in 
tail,  and  under  this  devise  M.  was  in 
fact,  at  the  dat«  of  the  deed,  tenant 
for  life  of  the  manor  and  advowson, 
with  remainder  to  his  eldest  son  in 
tail:  and  M.,  and  his  eldest  son,  were 
parties  to  the  deed; — Held,  that,  al- 
though the  premises  in  the  recovery 
deed  were  in  themselves  large  enough 
to  have  passed  the  whole  advowson  as 
appendant  to  the  manor,  yet  that,  by 
reason  of  the  intention  of  the  parties 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  deed  (al- 
though arising  out  of  a  mistake  as  to 
their  title),  the  estate  tail  was  not 
barred  in  one  moiety  of  the  advowson. 
Moieley  V.  Mottevx,  533 

RELEASE. 

Cff  antecedent  Sent. 

In    replevin,  the  defendant   made 

cognizance  for  half  a  year's  rent  due 

at  Michaelmas,  1841,  for  a  farm  held 

by  the  plaintiff  under  J.  H.  at  a  rent 


SALE  BY  AUCTION. 

of  86^.,  payable  half-yearly  at  Lady- 
day  and  Michaelmas:  the  plaintiff 
pleaded  in  bar,  that  by  an  indenture 
made  between  J.  H.  and  the  plaintiff, 
purporting  to  be  made  on  the  lat  of 
Feb.,  1841,  but  which  was  in  fact 
made  af^r  Michaelmas,  1841,  and 
after  the  rent  became  due,  J.  H.  re- 
leased the  plaintiff  from  the  renL  The 
replication  set  out  the  indenture,  which 
bore  date  Ist  Feb.,  1841,  and  was  a 
lease  from  J.  H.  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
farm,  to  hold  fr«m  30th  July,  1840, 
for  fourteen  years,  at  a  rent  of  86/, 
payable  half-yearly  at  Lady-day  and 
Michaelmas,  the  first  payment  to  be 
made  at  Lady-day  next: — Held,  that 
this  was  no  release  of  the  rent  for 
which  the  cognizance  was  made. 
Cooper  T.  RobtHton,  694 

REMITTER. 
See  Estate  Tail. 

REPLEVIN. 
See  Bankruptcy,  (4). 
Cognifanee  for  Doub/e  Rent. 
In  a  cognizance,  by  defendant  as 
bailiff,  for  double  rent,  under  the  1 1 
Geo.  2,  e.  19,  «.  18,  the  terms  of  the 
tenancy,  and  of  the  notice  to  quit, 
should  be  so  shewn,  that  the  tenant's 
power  to  determine  the  tenancy  by 
notice  to  his  landlord  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  sufSciency,  in  law,  of 
the  notice  actually  given,  may  appear. 
It  is  not  sufficient  (on  ttpeeial  demur- 
rer') to  allege  that  the  tenant  "  Aar- 
ing  power  to  determine  by  such  a  no- 
tice as  hereinafter  mentioned,"  gave  a 
notice  to  quit  on  a  given  day  past. 
Sumbertlone  v.  DuboU,  765 

SALE  BY  AUCTION. 

Auction  Duty — Avmdanee  of  Sale  iy 

Vendor. 

Debt. — The    declaration    alleged, 

that  the  plaintiff,  being  eonployed,  by 
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the  defendants  to  sell  certain  lands  by 
auction,  put  up  the  same  for  sale,  sub- 
ject to  a  condition  that  the  highest 
bidder  should  be  the  purchaser :  that 
one  H.  was  the  highest  bidder,  and 
declared  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  the  pur- 
chaser, whereby  auction  duty  to  the 
amount  of  94/.  18«.  9d.  became  pay* 
able  by  the  plaintiff,  and  was  paid-  by 
him :  breach,  in  non-payment  of  that 
sum  by  the  defendants. — Plea,  by  one 
of  the  defendants,  that  it  was  a  condi- 
tional sale,  that  the  purchaser  should 
after  the  sale  pay  the  auction  duty ; 
that  upon  exposure  to  sale,  and  H. 
being  the  highest  bidder,  payment  of 
the  duty  was  then  demanded  of  him 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  by  him, 
whereby  his  bidding  became  null  and 
void. — Plea,  by  the  other  defendant, 
that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  demanded  payment  of  the  duty 
from  H.,  who  refused  to  pay,  and  did 
not  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  at  any 
time  since  pay  the  same,  whereupon 
the  defendants  then  declared  the  said 
bidding  and  sale  to  be  null  and  void, 
and  the  same  became  null  and  void. — 
Replication,  that  before  H.  became  a 
bidder,  it  was  collusively  agreed  be- 
tween them  and  the  latter  defendant, 
that  H.  should  bid,  not  with  a  view  of 
completing  the  purchase,  but  merely 
to  outbid  another  bidder,  and  that  H. 
did  so  bid ;  that  the  plaintiff  vt  the 
time  of  the  auction  had  no  notice 
either  of  the  said  agreement  or  of  the 
intent  of  H.  becoming  a  bidder ;  that 
the  plaintiff  at  the  said  auction,  and 
whilst  H.  was  the  highest  bidder, 
closed  the  biddings,  and  H.  then  be- 
came the  highest  bidder,  and  was  de- 
clared to  be  the  purchaser;  that  H. 
refused  to  pay  the  auction  duty ;  and 
that  before  his  bidding  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  plaintiff  by  H.  or  by  the 
defendants  of  H.'s  being  appointed 
and  having  agreed  to  bid  at  the  sale 
for  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  de- 
fendants:— Heldf  first,  that  the  de- 


claration was  good,  and  that  the  re- 
plication was  not  a  departure  from  it. 
Secondly,  that  the  former  plea  was 
bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the  ven- 
dors had  exercised  their  option  of  de- 
claring the  bidding  to  be  null  and 
void.  Thirdly,  that  the  latter  plea 
was  bad,  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the 
vendors  had,  at  the  time  and  place  of 
auction,  exercised  their  option  of  de- 
claring the  bidding  to  be  void,  or  had 
notified  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 
Fourthly,  that  the  19  Geo.  3,  c.  56, 
has  not  repealed  the  7th  sect,  of  17 
Geo.  3,  c.  50.  Where  defendants 
plead  separately  pleas  which  are  de« 
murred  to,  the  pleas  and  demurrers 
being  substantially  the  same,  each  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  appear  by 
separate  counsel  on  the  argument  of 
the  demurrer.    Willson  v.  Carey,  641 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 
See  Joint-Stock  Company,  (2). 

SEQUESTRATION. 

Sequestrator's  Interest. 

The  sequestrator  of  a  benefice,  ap- 
pointed by  the  bishop  under  a  writ  of 
sequestrari  facias,  is  the  mere  bailiff 
or  agent  of  the  bishop,  and  has  no 
such  interest  in  the  profits  as  will 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  at 
law  against  a  party  who  wrongfully 
receives  them.  Harding  v.  Hally    42 

SET-OFF. 
See  Pleading,  IV,  (3). 

SEWERS'  RATE. 
See  Palace. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Pleading,  I.  (1). 
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STOPt»AGE  IN  TRANSITU. 


I     I 

1    < 
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SLANDER. 

Pleadinffs, 

(1).  Justification. 

To  a  declaration  for  words,  im- 
puting to  the  plaintiff,  a  pawnbroker, 
that  he  had  committed  the  unfair  and 
dishonourable  practice  of  duffing,  that 
is,  of  replenislung  or  doing  up  goods, 
being  in  his  hands  in  a  damaged  or 
worn-out  condition,  and  pledging  them 
with  other  pawnbrokers,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff  did  re- 
plemsh  and  do  up  divers  goods,  being 
in  his  hands  in  a  damaged  or  worn- 
out  condition,  and  pledge  them  with 
divers  other  pawnbrokers : — Held  bad 
on  special  demurrer,  as  not  being 
sufficiently  specific  Hickinhotham  v. 
Leaehy  861 

(2).  Proof  of  introductory  Averments, 

Slander. — The  declaration,  after 
reciting  that  A.  and  B.,  the  plaintiffs, 
were  lawful  husband  and  wife,  and 
that  B.  was  the  lawful  sister  of  one 
C.  alleged  that  the  defendant  spoke  of 
and  concerning  the  plaintiff  B.  and 
her  intermarriage,  and  of  and  con- 
cerning C,  the  false,  &c.  words  fol- 
lowing :  *'  It  has  been  ascertained  be- 
yond doubt  that  C.  and  B.  are  not  only 
brother  and  sister,  but  man  and  wife : ' 
— Heldy  first,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  bound  to  prove  the  introductory 
averment  that  B.  was  the  lawful  sister 
of  C. ;  secondly,  that  the  declaration 
was  not  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment. 
Fleming  v.  Power,  564 

SPECIAL  JURY. 

Certificate  for,  when  grant  able. 

The  words  in  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  50, 
s.  34,  as  to  the  costs  of  a  special  jury, 
that  unless  the  judge  "  shall  imme- 
diately after  the  verdict  certify,  &c." 
mean  that  the  judge  shall  certify  with- 
in a  reasonable  time  after.  Christie 
v.  Richardson,  688 


STAMP. 

(I).  On  Copy. 

Where,  on  the  non-production  of  a 
deed  after  notiee  to  produee,  the  op- 
posite party  calls  a  witness  who  proves 
a  copy  compared  by  him  with  the  ori- 
ginal deed,  such  copy  may  be  read 
without  being  stamped ;  for  it  is  only 
used,  in  point  of  law,  to  refresh  the 
witness's  memory  as  to  the  contents 
of  the  deed.  Braythwayte  t.  Hitch- 
cock, 494 

(2).    Unstamped    Instrument,    when 
admissible. 

On  an  issue  to  try  the  property 
in  certain  goods,  which  the  plaintiff 
claimed  under  a  bill  of  sale,  a  former 
bill  of  sale  of  the  same  goods,  bat 
which  had  been  cancelled,  was  ten- 
dered in  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
second  bill  of  sale  was  given  boni 
fide,  and  not  fraudulently.  This  do- 
cument having  been  rejected  at  the 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
stamped : — Held,  that  it  was  properly 
rejected,  and  was  inadmissible  without 
a  stamp.     Williams  v.  Gerry,      296 

STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

H.  &  Co.,  of  Hull,  having  sold  to 
W.,  of  Mickley  Mills,  near  heod^j 
twenty  mats  of  flax,  they  were,  on  f  lie 
10th  of  August,  sent  by  railway  to 
Leeds,  and  arrived  at  the  defendants* 
warehouse  at  Leeds,  where  it  was  the 
custom  for  the  defendants  to  receive 
goods  sent  for  W.,  and  to  give  bim 
notice  of  their  arrival,  and  for  him  to 
send  his  carts  for  them.  On  the  16th 
of  August,  W.  sent  his  cart  and  took 
away  ten  of  the  mats.  On  the  18th  of 
August,  H.  &  Co.  sold  to  W.  twenty 
other  mats  of  flax,  and  a  quantity  of 
other  goods.  The  flax  was  sent  bv 
railway  to  Leeds,  and  arrived  duly  at 
the  defendants'  warehouse ;  the  other 
goods  were  sent  by  sloop  to  Borough- 
bridge.    On  the  arrival  of  this  flax  at 
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SUBPCENA. 


TRUSTEE. 
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the  defendants'  warehouse,  notice  was 
griven  to  W.  by  letter,  which  stated, 
that  unless  the  goods  were  sent  for, 
they  would  remain  there  at  warehouse 
rents.  On  the  23rd  of  August,  W. 
sent  his  cart  and  took  away  ten  of  the 
latter  mats,  and  left  there  ten  of  the 
mats  last  sent,  and  ten  of  the  former. 
On  the  8th  of  September,  W.  having 
become  insolvent,  the  goods  which  had 
been  shipped  for  Boroughbridge  were 
stopped  in  transitu  at  Hull ;  and  on 
the  same  day  the  ten  mats  of  flax  of 
the  second  parcel  were  also  stopped  at 
Leeds  by  H.  &  Co.  On  the  1 1th  Sep- 
tember the  sheriff  entered,  and  seized 
all  the  flax  in  the  defendants'  ware- 
house sent  by  H.  &  Co.,  under  an  exe- 
cution against  W.  On  the  15th  of 
September,  there  was  also  a  stoppage 
by  H.  &  Co.  of  the  remaining  ten 
mats  of  the  first  parcel.  It  was  found 
by  the  jury  at  the  trials  that  the  par- 
ties contemplated  that  the  goods  were 
to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  manu- 
facture at  Mickley  Mills  :  —  Held, 
under  the  above  circumstances,  that 
the  transitus  was  at  an  end  on  the  ar- 
rival of  the  goods  at  the  defendants' 
warehouse.  Held,  also,  that  the  stop- 
page cf  the  goods  which  had  been 
shipped  to  go  to  Boroughbridge  had 
not  the  effect  of  revesting  the  pro- 
perty in  the  parcel  of  flax  which  had 
been  sent  to  the  defendants'  warehouse 
at  Leeds,  although  comprised  in  one 
joint  contract  with  the  other  goods. 
SembUy  Lord  Abinfer,  C.  B.,  dissent 
tiente,  that  the  effect  of  a  stoppage  in 
transitu  is  not  to  rescind  the  contract, 
but  only  to  replace  the  vendor  in  the 
same  position  as  if  he  had  not  parted 
with  the  possession  of  the  goods: — 
Held,  that,  at  all  events,  the  vendor 
had  no  right  to  retake  that  part  which 
had  arrived  at  its  journey's  end. 
JFentworth  v.  Outhwaite,  436 

SUBPCENA. 
See  Witness,  (2)« 


TENDER. 
See  Pleading,  IIL  (4). 

TRESPASS. 
See  Pleading,  VL 

PartieularMy  when  granted  in. 

The  Court  will  not  grant  particu- 
lars in  an  action  of  trespass,  on  the 
mere  affidavit  of  the  defendant  that 
he  had  read  the  declaration,  and  that 
from  the  general  and  vague  form 
thereof  he  was  unable  to  ascertain 
the  grievances  on  which  the  plaintiff 
intended  to  rely;  but  some  special 
ground  must  be  shewn  as  a  reason  for 
granting  the  rule.  Horlock  v.  Ze- 
diardy  677 

TROVER. 
See  Pleading,  IIL  (5). 

TRUSTEE. 

Bond  given  by  to  Co-TruBtee,  on  Loan 
of  Trust  Money,  Validity  of  and 
Liability  on. 

A  testator  devised  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  D.  and  R.,  upon  trust 
to  sell,  and  to  invest  the  sum  of 
£10,000,  arising  therefrom,  in  the 
public  funds  or  real  securities,  for  the 
benefit  of  certain  persons  mentioned 
in  the  will.  The  money  was  not  so 
invested,  but  with  D.*s  consent  was 
received  by  R.,  and  used  by  him  in 
his  private  trade ;  and  R.  gave  to  D. 
a  bond,  conditioned  to  keep  him  harm- 
less and  indemnified  against  all  actions, 
suits,  proceedings,  claims,  demands, 
loss,  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  ex- 
penses, on  account  of  the  said  sum  of 
£10,000,  or  by  reason  of  R.'s  being 
permitted  to  hold  the  same: — Held^ 
that  this  bond  was  valid  in  law.  The 
legatees  having  filed  a  bill  in  Chan- 
cery against  the  trustees  and  their  re- 
presentatives, claiming  payment  of  the 
£10,000  and  interest,  obtained  a  de- 
cree whereby  it  was  declared  that  D. 
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and  R.  were  jointly  and  severally  lia- 
ble to  pay  that  sum :  and  the  legatees 
carried  in  a  clum  against  D.'b  estate 
for  that  amount,  but  no  money  was 
received  therefrom : — Held,  that  the 
representatives  of  D.  vere  entitled  to 
recover  from  R.,  in  an  action  on  the 
bond,  the  whole  amount  of  £10,000 
and  interest,  and  that  their  claim  was 
not  limited  to  the  amount  of  costs  ac- 
tually incurred  and  paid  by  them  in 
the  Chancery  suit.  Warwink  v.  AtcA- 
ttrdKH,  284 

TURNPIKE  TOLLS. 
The  sUt.  3  &  4  Met.  c.  33,  is 
merely  a  declaratory  act,  and  does 
not  create  any  new  exemption  from 
tolL  Id  an  action  of  debt  by  the  trustee 
of  a  tumpilte  road  against  a  lessee 
of  tolls,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that, 
after  the  time  of  the  demise  to  him, 
and  before  any  rent  became  due,  the 
Stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  33,  was  passed, 
which  tooti  away  certain  of  the  tolls, 
and  therefore  the  lease  was  void ; — 
Held  bod  on  general  demurrer.  Har- 
ris V.  Morriee,  260 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Actian  bg  Vendor  /or  Purekate- 
Money,  neceuary  Aeermenta  in. 
Assumpsit.  The  declaration  al- 
leged, that  by  an  agreement  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, the  plointifT  agreed  to  sell,  and 
the  defendant  to  buy,  certain  building 
ground  for  the  sum  of  120/.,  which 
the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff on  or  before  the  expiration  of  four 
years,  with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent, 
half  yearly,  until  paid ;  and  it  averred 
that  the  four  years  hod  not  expired ; 
that  the  120/.  had  not  been  paid ;  and 
that  12/.  had  become  due  for  inter- 
est : — Held,  that  the  declaration  was 
good,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  aver  that  he  had  delivered 


possession  of  the  land,  or  that  he  h: 
title  to  the  land,  or  was  ready  ai 
willing  to  convey  it.    fFilii  y.  Smit 


WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY, 
See  Bankruptcy,  (2). 


See  Ple. 
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WITNESS. 
(I).  Competency . 

1.  The  widow  of  a  person  who  b 
died  intestate  is  not  a  competent  wi 
ness,  m  an  action  brought  against 
person  (who  has  got  possession  of  tl 
intestate's  goods)  as  executor  de  s( 
tort)  for  a  debt  due  from  the  estat 
to  prove  the  due  execution  of  a  bill  < 
sale  of  his  goods  by  the  intestate  ' 
the  defendant.  It  is  not  too  late  : 
object  to  the  competency  of  a  wilnc 
after  he  has  been  sworn  in  chief,  hi 
before  he  has  been  asked  any  que 
tion  on  oath.  Tardley -v.  Arnold,  \4 

2.  The  plaintiff,  having  been  en 
ployed  by  the  defendant  to  do  certai 
work  for  him,  employed  C.  to  assi 
him  in  doing  the  work,  upon  the  tern 
that  when  the  plaintiff  earned  I/.,  ( 
was  to  have  8«.  and  the  plaintiff  124 
and  which  sum  C.  was  to  be  pai 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  paid  or  no 
and  for  which  he  swore  that  he  lookc 
only  to  the  pliuntiff  for  payment  :- 
Held,  in  an  action  brought  by  tl: 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  price  lif  tb 
work,  that  C.  was  rendered  a  con 
patent  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  bv  ir 
dorsing  his  name  on  the  record  unci* 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  2G.  Carr  ■ 
Adamt,  38 

3.  S,  being  in  insolvent  circun 
stances,  assigned  his  effects  to  the  dc 
fendant,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  distribul 
the  proceeds  rateably  amonz  his  cred 
ton,  of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  om 
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The  sale  realized  2«.  6d,  in  the  pound 
on  the  amount  of  the  debts,  and  the 
defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  to 
pay  him  his  proportion : — Held,  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received, 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  to  recover  such  proportion, 
that  S.  was  a  competent  witness  for 
the  plaintiff.  Ilawley  v.  Cadbury,  505 

(2).  Attachment  for  Disobedience  to 
Subpoena, 

A  subpiena  requiring  the  party  to 
attend  the  trial  of  a  cause  on  the 
commission  day  of  the  assizes,  ex- 
tends to  the  whole  assizes;  and  it 
need  not  go  on  to  require  his  attend- 
ance "  from  day  to  day  until  the  cause 
is  tried.'*  Semble,  it  is  not  sufficient, 
in  answer  to  an  application  for  an  at- 
tachment against  a  witness  for  dis- 
obedience to  a  subpoena,  to  shew  that 
his  evidence  was  not  material.  In 
answer  to  a  motion  for  an  attach- 
ment, the  witness  swore,  that  he  had 
been  for  some  time  in  bad  health; 
that  on  the  day  before  the  trial  came 
on,  he  had  been  in  readiness  to  attend 
and  give  evidence ;  that  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  trial  he  was  unwell,  and  did 
not  rise  until  ten  o'clock,  and  that  on 
going  shortly  afterwards  to  his  office, 
which  was  in  his  way  to  the  Court,  he 


found  the  cause  had  been  tried.  The 
Court  discharged  the  rule.  Scholes  v. 
Hilton,  15 

Writ  of  Error. 
See  Pleading,  VII. 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 

Jun/  to  be  summoned  under, 

A  cause  was  tried  under  a  writ  of 
trial  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Cam- 
bridgeshire, by  a  jury  of  persons  re- 
sident in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  none 
of  whose  names  were  on  the  jury  list 
for  the  county ;  but  as  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant's  attorney  had  seen  and 
looked  over  the  list  of  jurors  before 
they  were  sworn,  and  had  expressed 
himself  satisfied,  the  Court  held  that 
the  defendant  was  thereby  precluded, 
after  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  from  ob- 
jecting to  the  irregularity.  Quaere, 
whether  there  is  any  right  of  chal- 
lenge of  jurors,  on  the  trial  of  a 
cause,  under  a  writ  of  trial.  Pryme 
V.  Titchmarsh,  605 

2.  To  Coroner, 

Semble,  that  the  Court  has  no 
power,  under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42, 
s.  17,  to  direct  a  writ  of  trial  to  the 
coroner.     Levi/  v.  Magnay,  664 
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